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XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Introduction  and  Summary 

A.    irfTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  RESPONSES 


This  document  contains  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Second 
Supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  responses 
to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  spoken  comments  received  at  a  joint  public  hearing  before  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and  the  City  Planning  Commission 
on  July  6,  1982,  and  all  substantive  written  comments  received  during  the 
public  review  period  from  May  28,  1982  through  July  13,  1982  were  reviewed  and 
summarized  in  the  form  of  edited  quotations. 

The  summarized  comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter,  and  each 
group  of  comments  is  followed  by  a  corresponding  group  of  responses.  The 
order  of  topics  generally  follows  the  order  in  which  these  topics  are  treated 
in  the  Draft  Second  Supplement  Environmental  Impact  Report.    As  the  subject 
matter  of  a  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  may 
occasionally  be  referred  to  more  than  one  group  of  Cofmients  and  Responses  to 
review  all  information  on  a  given  topic.    Where  this  occurs,  cross-references 
are  provided  (e.g.  "See  also  the  Response  under  Specification  of  Cultural 
Uses"). 

Several  abbreviations  are  used  throughout  this  report.    The  "EIR"  refers  to 
the  Second  Supplement  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Reporti    "VBC  FEIR"  refers  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EE77.220),  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission  in  April  1978.    "First  Supplement" 
refers  to  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  Supplement 
(EE81.27),  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  and 
City  Planning  Commission  in  July  1981.    All  of  the  blocks  in  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  (VBC)  have  been  given  names  such  as  "Central  Block  One,"  "Eastern  Block 
Two"  and  "Southern  Block  Two"  (see  Figure  1,  p.  4  of  the  EIR).    These  blocks 
are  all  referred  to  using  abbreviations  such  as  "CB-1,"  "EB-2"  and  "SB-2." 

The  "Main  Program"  containing  the  uses  listed  for  all  of  VBC  in  Table  1, 
pp.  32-34  of  the  EIR,  has  been  treated  as  "the  project"  for  the  purposes  of 
environmental  analysis.    In  addition,  four  variants  to  the  Main  Program,  shown 
in  Table  4,  pp.  45-46  of  the  EIR,  have  been  analyzed.    The  impacts  of  these 
variants  have  been  discussed,  however,  only  where  they  would  differ  from  those 
of  the  Main  Program. 

Sane  comments,  as  well  as  the  availability  of  some  information  which  was  not 
available  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIR,  have  resulted  in  revisions 
to  the  text  of  the  EIR.    These  revisions  appear  in  various  responses  scattered 
throughout  this  document,  along  with  instructions  indicating  where  in  the  text 
of  the  EIR  the  revision  is  to  be  made.    In  order  to  facilitate  reading  this 
comments  and  responses  document,  the  major  text  revisions  (those  revisions 
resulting  in  new  or  largely  rewritten  EIR  sections)  are  outlined  below. 
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Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  preparation  of  the  Summary  of 
Comments  and  Responses  (August,  1982),  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
compiled  a  comprehensive  list  of  all  Downtown  San  Francisco  office  development 
proposed,  approved  or  under  construction.    This  list  is  presented  in 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9  in  the  revised  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171  of  this 
document.    Generation  of  this  list  has  allowed  more  detailed  cumulative  impact 
analyses  than  was  possible  previously.    As  is  discussed  below  on  an  issue  by 
issue  basis,  generally  speaking,  the  new  methodology  produced  results  similar 
to  those  identified  in  the  Draft  EIR.    The  original  methodology  in  the  Draft 
EIR  generated  cumulative  growth  estimates  very  similar  to  those  contained  in 
the  new  longer  list  compiled  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.    As  a  result, 
the  revised  traffic  and  air  quality  analyses  in  this  document  yield  impacts 
close  to  those  contained  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

An  overview  of  cumulative  Downtown  office  development,  based  on  the  new  list, 
is  presented  in  the  Response  under  Expansion  of  the  Cumulative  Project  List, 
p.  C&R-85.    New  or  updated  cumulative  impact  analyses  have  been  performed  for 
Housing,  Transportation  and  Air  Quality;  these  are  presented  as  text  revisions 
in  the  Responses  under  Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42,  Revision  of 
Cumul atiye  Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89,  and  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air 
Quality  Impacts,  p.  C&R-13I. 

The  new  Cumulative  Housing  Demand  section,  on  p.  C&R-42  of  this  document 
discusses  the  regional  effects  of  housing  demand  generated  by  cumulative 
Downtown  San  Francisco  office  growth,  and  those  due  to  cumulative  plus  office 
development  in  the  YBC  Main  Program.    Table  12A,  p.  C&R-45,  indicates  that 
cumulative  plus  Main  Program  office  worker  housing  demand  probably  could  be 
absorbed  by  the  projected  housing  stock  growth  in  the  Peninsula  (including  the 
South  Bay),  East  Bay  and  North  Bay  counties,  but  that  the  San  Francisco 
component  of  the  demand  could  exceed  the  projected  San  Francisco  housing 
supply.    Although  not  necessarily  required  by  CEQA,  this  document  also 
presents  additional  information  in  response  to  comments  on  the  socio-economic 
nature  of  housing  demand.    These  include  the  estimated  split  in  the 
Main-Program-generated  San  Francisco  housing  demand  between  ownership  and 
rental  housing  markets;  the  projected  San  Francisco  housing  demand  due  to 
indirect  or  secondary  employment  generated  by  the  Main  Program;  and  the 
possible  displacement  of  low-income  San  Francisco  households  due  to  the 
Downtown  Cumulative  plus  Main  Program  housing  demand.    The  scope  and 
quantitative  nature  of  these  discussions  is  restricted  by  the  extremently 
limited  information  available. 

The  original  Draft  EIR  contained  a  cumulative  transportation  analysis,  which 
was  based  on  traffic  generated  by  31  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC,  which  . 
were  to  be  occupied  after  1981  or  which  were  under  environmental  review.  The 
analysis  in  the  Draft  EIR  also  added  a  growth  factor  (percentage)  which  was 
applied  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  to  account  for 
1988  contributions  from  new  development  outside  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
YBC.    This  Comment  and  Responses  document  updates  the  cumulative 
transportation  analysis  using  instead  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  latest 
cumulative  list.    That  list,  compiled  in  August  1982,  includes  79  office 
buildings  under  construction,  approved,  or  with  well  defined  proposed  plans  in 
the  Downtown  and  South  of  Market  area.    Use  of  this  revised  list  alone  allows 
a  more  accurate  cumulative  analysis  than  was  possible  with  the  limited  list 
and  the  growth  factor. 
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The  effect  of  changing  the  cumulative  base  has  been  to  only  slightly  alter  the 
projections  of  transit  demand,  intersection  operations  and  parking  deficit. 
The  cumulative  transit  demand  has  increased  by  an  average  of  about  7%  over 
that  projected  using  the  Draft  EIR  methodology.    As  a  result,  the  Main 
Program's  share  of  the  cumulative-plus-Main-Program  transit  demand  has,  on  the 
average,  decreased  slightly  (by  less  than  1%),  and  the  total 
cumulative-plus-Main-Program  transit  demand  has  increased  slightly  (by  about 
3%)  over  that  shown  in  the  Draft  EIR  (compare  Table  16,  p.  157  of  the  Draft 
EIR  with  the  revised  Table  16,  p.  C&R-95  of  this  document).    The  Main 
Program's  share  of  the  projected  cumulative  Muni  ridership  increase  was  about 
19%  in  the  Draft  EIR  analysis;  it  is  about  18%  in  the  revised  analysis. 

The  revised  cumulative  (1988  Base  Case)  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  are 
roughly  the  same  or  slightly  less  at  all  YBC  intersections  than  projected  in 
the  Draft  EIR.    None  of  the  projected  1988  Base  Case  Levels  of  Service  shown 
in  the  revised  Table  17,  p.  C&R-99  of  this  document  differ  from  those  shown  in 
Table  17,  p.  159  of  the  Draft  EIR.    The  revised  Table  17  shows  an  improved 
Level  of  Service  (from  "D"  in  the  Draft  EIR  to  "C"  in  the  revised  analysis)  at 
the  Fourth  and  Mission  intersection  for  1988  Base-plus-Main-Program  traffic. 
All  other  YBC  intersection  Levels  of  Service  remain  unchanged. 

Only  one  change  has  occurred  in  the  cumulative  parking  analysis:  the 
short-term  parking  demand  from  cumulative  office  and  retail  development  not 
including  YBC  has  been  changed  from  about  2,530  spaces  per  hour  (Draft  EIR)  to 
about  1,600  spaces  per  hour  (revised  analysis).    This  change  is  due  to  updated 
parking  survey  information  (see  the  revised  Appendix  C,  p.  C-11),  and  not  to 
the  August,  1982  cumulative  development  list.    The  revised  analyses  for 
Cumulative  Travel  Demand,  Transit  Impacts,  Mixed  Vehicle  Impacts  and  Parking 
Inpacts  are  presented  on  pp.  C&R-89  -  C&R-103  of  this  document. 

The  revised  cumulative  traffic  data  was  used  to  recalculate  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations,  shown  in  Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  C&R-132  and  C&R-133  of  this 
document.    In  all  cases,  the  changes  in  the  carbon  monoxide  concentration 
shown  in  the  Draft  EIR  were  less  than  0.5  parts  per  million  (or  less  than  3% 
on  the  average). 

In  response  to  comments  questioning  the  validity  of  counting,  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program's  housing  "supply,"  subsidized  housing  required  by  the  "TOOR" 
settlement  ("TOOR"  v.  HUD,  SFRA,  et.  al.,  1973),  housing  demand  calculations 
in  the  EIR  are  revised  to  completely  exclude  the  "TOOR"  units.    Text  revisions 
to  the  EIR's  Housing  Demand  section  and  a  revised  Table  12  are  shown  on 
pp.  C&R-56  -  C&R-62,  in  the  response  to  "TOOR"  Housing  in  this  document.  The 
revisions  have  resulted  in  a  smaller  Main  Program  housing  "supply."  However, 
the  market-rate  units  to  be  supplied  by  the  Main  Program  would  remain  within 
the  range  of  San  Francisco  dwelling  units  projected  to  be  demanded  by  the  Main 
Program's  office  workers. 
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Portions  of  the  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  section  of  the  EIR  are 
revised  in  response  to  questions  about  required  procedures  relating  to 
historic  structures.    New  information  in  Heritage's  July  1982  survey  of 
architectural  resources  in  the  C-3  Zoning  Destrict,  and  new  information 
contained  in  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  signed  on  June  3,  1982  by  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  and 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD),  are  also  added  to  the 
EIR  text.    These  text  revisions  are  in  the  Responses  to  Heritage-Rated 
Buildings  in  YBC,  and  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  p.  C&R-147  and  p.  C&R-152. 


C&R-x 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
List  of  Persons  Commenting 


B.    LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Gary  Agid,  Chief,  Local  Projects 

Support  Branch,  Regional  Programs 
Division,  California  Air  Resources 
Board 

Gene  Coleman,  South  of  Market 
Al  1 iance 

Commissioner  Arnelle,  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 

Commissioner  Bierman,  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Commission 

Commissioner  Klein,  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Commission 

Commissioner  Nakashima, 

San  Francisco  City  Planning 
Commission 

Commissioner  Salazar,  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Commission 

Michael  Cronbach,  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Railway 

H.  Grant  Dehart,  Director, 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 

John  Elberling,  South  of  Market 
Consortium 

Milton  Feldstein,  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District 

Roger  S.  Gross,  Golden  Gate 
Business  Association 

Richard  Gryziec 

Carl  Imparato,  San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth 

David  Jones,  San  Franciscans  for 
Reasonable  Growth 


Doris  Kahn,  San  Francisco 
Transportation  Commission 

Tony  Kilroy,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Meg  Madden,  San  Francisco  Ballet 

Joseph  Madonna,  General  Manager, 
Verba  Buena  Gardens  Project 
(Olympia  and  York) 

Peter  Mendolsohn,  President, 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development 
Corporation 

Mark  Mispagel,  Chief,  California 
Division  of  Aeronautics 

Jack  Morrison 

Kay  Pachtner,  San  Francisco 
Consumer  Action 

Walter  Park,  Harvey  Milk  Gay 
Democratic  Club 

Susan  Passovoy,  Vice  Chair, 

Technical  Assistance  Committee, 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

Barry  Pearl,  Member,  San  Francisco 
Gem  and  Mineral  Society 

Darrell  Solomon,  Fisherman's  Wharf 
Merchants  Association 

Michael  A.  Visconti,  Program 

Manager,  Plan  and  Project  Review, 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

Germaine  Q.  Wong,  Office  of  Chief 
Administrative  Officer 

(No  Signature),  Fisherman's  Wharf 
Merchants  Association 


C&R-xi 


C.    COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Background 


BACKGROUND 


Displ  aced  Persons 
COMMENT 

"Page  2  should  include  a  figure  of  the  numbers  of  people  that  were  displaced 
originally  from  this  area."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  after  the  first  full  sentence  of  the  first  partial 
paragraph  on  page  3: 

Relocation  of  persons  from  YBC  was  done  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1970.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  paid 
relocation  allowances  for  moving  expenses  and  replacement  housing 
costs  for  2,070  individuals  and  227  households. 


Policy  Statement 
COMMENT 

"Page  3  should  include  language  of  [the]  policy  statement  that  was  on  the 
ballot,  if  that  policy  statement  said  'preferably'  underground  about  the 
convention  center."    (Corrmissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page  3 
after  the  first  sentence: 

The  policy  further  declared  that  the  exhibit  hall  be  "underground  if 
financially  feasible"  and  "otherwise  above  ground." 


Convention  Center  Opening 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  3  of  the  Draft,  the  date  used  for  the  opening  of  the  George  R. 
Moscone  Convention  Center  is  December  10,  1981.    The  Center  was  actually 
opened  on  December  2,  1981."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 


C&R-l 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
General  Area  Description 

RESPONSE 

December  10  was  the  date  a  public  celebration  of  the  opening  was  held  at 
the  convention  center.    Since  the  official  opening  was  actually  a  few  days 
earlier,  a  text  revision  is  necessary.    On  page  3,  first  full  paragraph, 
the  date  in  the  last  line  is  changed  from  December  10,  1981  to  December  2, 
1981. 


Water  Fountain  Design  Concept 
COMMENT 

"Page  41  should  include  a  fountain  and  possible  uses.    The  alternatives 
selected  which  the  Agency  included  a  classical  fountain  and  that's  not  in 
there."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  paragraph  on  page  7  indicates  that  on  October  6,  1981,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  indicated  its  preference  for  the  design 
principles  embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled  "The  Esplanade"  which 
included  the  fountain  as  part  of  the  design  for  Central  Blocks  2  and  3. 
The  Commission  stated  to  the  staff  that  its  indication  of  preference  for 
the  Esplanade  design  was  meant  as  general  guidance  to  Olympia  &  York  and 
Agency  staff  and  was  not  intended  to  be  an  approval  of  a  specific  design 
concept.    A  fountain  has  not  definitely  been  included  as  part  of  the 
project,  although  it  has  been  considered  and  could  be  included  as  the 
design  process  progresses.    The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  41  after  sentence  8:    "The  highest  terrace  could  provide 
the  setting  for  a  fountain." 


GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION 


Verba  Buena  West  Completion 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  16,  Verba  Buena  West  is  not  included  in  the  list  of  buildings  under 
construction  or  recently  completed."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  Verba  Buena  West  office  building  is  added  to  the  list  of  buildings 
recently  completed,  at  the  end  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  16  of 
the  EIR. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
Specification  of  Cultural  Uses 
COMMENT 

"Page  42  says  "The  cultural  space  on  CB-2  could  be  a  performance  theater  or  a 
museum."    As  a  proposed  gallery,  library,  educational  space,  festival  space, 
video/film  theatre,  studio  workspaces  and  a  second  theatre  are  under 
consideration,  probably  for  this  block,  they  should  be  mentioned.  Their 
environmental  impact  should  be  discussed  separately  from  that  of 
entertainment,  recreation,  amusement,  the  convention  space,  hotel  space  or 
retail  commercial  use,  with  which  they  are  currently  variously  lumped." 
(Meg  Madden) 

"The  Second  Verba  Buena  Center  EIR  Supplement  should  include  discussion  of  the 
proposed  facilities  and  programs  for  the  cultural  portion  of  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  and  review  the  environmental  impact  of  the  package. 

"Although  precise  facilities  have  not  been  designated,  the  so-called  "Blue 
Book"  recommends  a  package  of  cultural  programs  and  facilities  which  are 
summarized  in  the  attached  Exhibit  A. 

"It  is  my  understanding  that  the  VBC  FEIR  did  not  discuss  the  cultural 
component  with  any  specificity.    Since  the  Agency  continues  to  support  the 
inclusion  of  the  facilities  and  programs  listed  in  the  Blue  Book  in  all 
alternatives  but  the  "no  action"  alternative,  now  is  the  time  to  analyze  in 
some  detail  the  impact  of  the  proposed  element."    (Susan  J.  Passovoy) 

"It's  the  cultural  designs,  it's  cultural  aspects  of  the  plan,  the  design 
elements  of  the  buildings  going  there."    [Commissioner  Salazar  is  expressing 
concern  over  the  specificity  of  the  cultural  and  design  aspects  of  the 
project.]    (Commissioner  Salazar) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Blue  Book"  referred  to  is  the  "VBC  Cultural  Plan  Design  Scenario," 
prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  referenced  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  in  its  Resolution  of  August  5,  1981.    It  contains  a 
series  of  recommendations  for  cultural  uses  in  VBC,  and  reflects 
Redevelopment  Agency  policy,  but  not  a  final  development  plan. 

The  package  of  specific  cultural  uses  that  may  occur  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3 
and  EB-2  is  still  a  subject  of  consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
Many  different  cultural  uses  and  combinations  of  cultural  uses  are  being 
considered;  no  one  proposal  for  types  of  uses  has  been  finally  endorsed  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  first  line  at  the  top  of  p.  42  is  modified 
to  reflect  the  possible  range  of  uses  being  considered:    "The  cultural 
space  on  CB-2  could  be  used  for  a  performance  theater,  a  museum,  a 
gallery,  a  studio,  a  library,  an  educational  facility,  a  workshop,  or  some 
combination  of  these  and  other  uses." 
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The  proposed  cultural  space  for  the  Main  Program  has  been  analyzed 
separately  from  the  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses  wherever  their 
impacts  would  differ.    The  cultural  uses  are  broken  out  separately  in  all 
of  the  land  use  tables  (Table  1,  pp.  32-34;  Table  2,  pp.  35-37).  All 
calculable  impacts  (traffic,  community  service  demands,  energy  demands, 
employment  generation)  treated  each  use  listed  in  Tables  1  and  2 
separately.    It  is  noted  in  various  places  throughout  the  text  that  one  of 
the  primary  features  that  distinguishes  the  Main  Program  from  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives  is  the  Main  Program's  inclusion  of  cultural  uses  (see,  tor 
example,  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  34  and  the  first  full  paragraph  on 
p.  103).    Discussions  in  the  Land  Use  and  Social  Characteristics  sections 
of  the  EIR  tend  to  treat  the  cultural  and  recreation/entertainment  uses 
together,  because  they  would  both  attract  visitors  to  YBC. 


California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Museum  and  Library 
COMMENT 

"Mentioned  as  a  potential  use  for  Eastern  Block  2  is  a  major  museum. 
Newspaper  reports  have  suggested  that  the  Asian  Art  Museum  might  be  the 
occupant  of  such  a  museum. 

"No  mention  is  given  of  other  cultural  resources  that  might  be  more 
appropriate  to  the  area.    A  significant  cultural  resource,  the  California 
Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Museum  and  Library  now  located  in  the  Ferry 
Building  is  threatened  with  relocation  or  closure.    Presently  housed  in 
approximately  6,000  square  feet,  the  museum  and  library  must  relocate  from  the 
Ferry  Building  before  1984.    This  cultural  resource  has  been  valuable  to  both 
professional  and  hobby  persons  for  many  years.    The  mineral  collection  in  the 
museum  has  been  valued  at  several  million  dollars. 

"Inclusion  of  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Museum  and  Library 
as  a  potential  use  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Area  should  be  given 
consideration.    Possible  incorporation  with  a  San  Francisco  History  Museum 
might  also  be  considered.    The  significance  of  mining  and  geology  and  the 
history  and  development  of  San  Francisco  can  not  be  ignored.    Preferably,  at 
reduced  or  minimal  rent."    (Barry  Pearl) 

RESPONSE 

Final  plans  (floor  areas,  locations,  building  designs)  for  EB-2  are  the 
subject  of  consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  outcome  of  this 
consideration  will  be  expressed  in  a  proposed  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement  (LDA)  as  an  allocation  of  building  space  in  specific 
locations  for  cultural  uses.    The  final  selection  of  tenants  for  most  of 
this  space  will  be  made  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 
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Main  Program  Total  Square  Footage 
COMMENT 

"What  is  the  main  proposal  square  footage?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
RESPONSE 

The  Main  Program  contains  an  estimated  total  floor  area  of  about 
6,606,700  gross  square  feet  of  office,  retail-commercial,  entertainment, 
convention  and  exhibit  facilities,  cultural,  downtown  support, 
institutional,  and' light  industrial  uses.    In  addition,  it  would  have 
about  2,200  hotel  rooms, ;1 ,970  market  rate  dwelling  units  and  900 
subsN*^li^d~dwetiTTrgrTjrfrt      There  would  also  be  about  4,850  public  and 
accesory  parking  spaces  for  which  square  footage  has  not  been  determined. 
These  figures  and  uses  are  summarized  in  both  Table  S-2  and  Table  2, 
pp.  S-8  and  35  respectively.    Some  of  this  space  is  currently  under 
construction,  such  as  the  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel,  or  has  been  completed,  such 
as  Woolf  House  I.    The  third  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  21 
states:    "For  the  peripheral  blocks  of  YBC,  the  Main  Program  reflect(s) 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  staff's  best  estimates  of  square  footages  and 
uses  which  are  reasonable  and  likely  to  occur.    In  some  cases,  these 
estimates  are  derived  from  the  maximum  height,  bulk,  and  use  limitations 
contained  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors.    Where  the  buildings  already  are  in  place,  under 
construction,  or  approved,  the  Main  Program  and  variants  adopt  the 
existing  or  approved  uses  and  square  footages." 


Variants 
COMMENT 

"Indicate  variants  on  Tables  S-2  and  2."    (Commissioner  Blomquist) 
RESPONSE 

Neither  Table  S-2  nor  Table  2  can  accommodate  any  additional  columns 
without  additional  reduction,  which  would  make  them  difficult  to  read. 
Since  there  are  four  independent  variants  (two  involving  modifications  to 
the  same  block,  CB-1)  at  least  two  additional  columns  would  be  needed. 
Table  S-3,  pp.  S-9  -  S-10,  and  Table  4,  pp.  45-46,  are  set  up  for 
comparison  of  the  Main  Program  and  its  single-block  variants.  The 
analysis  of  the  variants  is  presented  this  way  throughout  the  report. 
Direct  comparisons  are  made  only  with  the  Main  Program.    Through  the  Main 
Program,  indirect  comparisons  can  be  made  with  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 
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Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
COMMENTS 

"In  several  instances  throughout  this  Supplement,  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
is  incorrectly  identified  as  Woolf  House  II  or  Woolf  House  III,  and  the  number 
of  proposed  housing  units  is  misstated  (a  maximum  of  95  units  is  the  correct 
number)."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"On  Page  119,  Woolf  House  Phase  III  is  mentioned.    To  my  knowledge  there  is  no 
Woolf  House  Phase  III.    The  author  may  be  referring  to  the  Ceatrice  Polite 
Apartments."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments  were  incorrectly  referred  to  as  Woolf  House 
Phase  III  in  two  places  in  this  EIR.    The  text  is  corrected  as  follows: 
"(Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments)"  is  inserted  at  the  end  of  the  sixth 
sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  43;  "(Woolf  House  Phase  III)"  in 
the  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  119  is  changed  to 
"(Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments)".    Ninety-five  units  were  analyzed  in  the 
EIR  for  this  building  (see  Table  1,  p.  33,  Western  Block  3). 
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Alternative  B  is  described  in  the  Project  Description,  p.  26.  Although 
the  Alternative  B  "commercial/recreational/entertainment  park"  was 
intended  to  consist  of  more  active  entertainment  uses  (such  as  rides) 
than  the  currently  proposed  Main  Program  "Gardens",  neither  the  "Gardens" 
idea  nor  the  "commercial/recreational/entertainment  park"  idea  have  been 
developed  to  the  level  of  final  specific  uses.    Therefore,  components  of 
both  are  referred  to  throughout  as  "commercial  entertainment"  uses  or  as 
"commercial/recreation/entertainment"  uses . 

The  second  line  of  the  description  of  Alternative  B  on  p.  9  of  the  EIR  is 
revised  to  read:  "...and  included  an  apparel  mart  and  a 
commercial/recreation/entertainment  park,  but  no  hotel...."    The  second 
line  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  S-2  is  revised  to  read:  "...and  included 
an  apparel  mart  and  a  commercial/recreation/entertainment  park,  but  no 
hotel..." 

The  outlines  of  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  Summary  Section  are  not 
intended  to  be  complete  descriptions  of  the  alternatives.    More  detailed 
descriptions  of  the  alternatives  are  provided  in  the  Project  Description 
pp.  25-31,  and  shown  in  Figures  4-7,  pp.  27-30,  and  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
pp.  31-62. 


Role  of  the  Request  for  Qualifications 
COMMENTS 

"The  summary  should  include  the  RFQ  requirements  and  a  table  showing  how  the 
main  project  [Main  Program]  differs  from  the  RFQ."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"To  summarize  the  project's  low  points,  and  I'm  saying  this  because  this  is 
what  should  be  in  the  EIR,  the  proposed  development  has  gotten  much  too  big. 
Every  kind  of  use  has  been  increased  over  my  original  plan,  or  if  you  prefer, 
the  plan  that  appears  in  the  Request  for  Qualifications  that  went  out  some  two 
years  ago.    Everything  has  been  increased  except  open  space. 

"For  example,  offices  have  been  increased  by  700,000  to  1,200,000  square  feet, 
over  the  RFQ.    Hotel  has  been  increased  from  zero  rooms  to  700  rooms,  over  the 
RFQ.    Luxury  condos  have  been  increased  from  300  to  800  units  over  the  RFQ. 
Daytime  retail  has  been  increased  by  over  180,000  square  feet  [over  the  RFQ]. 
The  exhibit  hall,  meeting  space,  have  been  added,  100,000  square  feet  of 
that.    Nobody  knows  who  is  paying  for  it  or  where  it's  coming  from. 
Amusement,  recreation  and  entertaiment  uses  have  been  increased  from  45,000  to 
75,000  square  feet.    Cultural  uses  have  been  increased  from  50,000  to 
250,000  thousand  square  feet  over  that  in  the  RFQ.    And  parking  has  been 
increased,  by  my  calculation,  by  2,250  to  2,750  spaces  over  that  in  the  RFQ. 
There  has  been  no  increase  in  open  space  [over  that  in  the  RFQ]." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"...I  agree  that  the  original  RFQ  ought  to  be  part  of  this  study,  and  we  ought 
to  set  this  study  in  balance  in  terms  of  the  proposed,  where  we  are  and  where 
we  started  from."    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 
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"Page  155,  Table  15,  we  need  a  table  like  this  for  RFQ  figures,  along  with  the 
Main  Program."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"This  big  increase  in  office  and  retail  stores  [compared  to  the  RFQ]  greatly 
pushes  auto  and  transit  congestion  even  beyond  the  current  intolerable 
levels.    The  big  increase  in  parking,  over  2,500  spaces,  also  greatly  expands 
auto  congestion.    And  such  an  increase  in  this  location  is  in  direct  conflict 
with  City  policies  to  keep  parking  out  of  this  area,  your  own  Planning 
Commission  policies,  and  to  emphasize  transit  access  to  downtown.  The 
•transit  first'  policy  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

The  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ)  served  as  a  statement  of  general 
intent  on  the  part  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  a  brochure  to  attract 
potential  developers  for  the  YBC  Central  Blocks.    It  was  never  meant  to 
function  as  a  development  plan.    Certain  criteria  set  forth  in  the  RFQ, 
such  as  building  coverage  (open  space)  and  height  and  bulk  restrictions 
have  become  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  guidelines  for  the  Central 
Bolcks  protion  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area,  but  do  not 
constitute  a  complete  land  use  plan.    The  RFQ  recommended  "an  overview  of 
the  type  and  amounts  of  land  uses  that  could  be  accommodated  in  a 
physically  integrated  development  program"  (RFQ,  p.  5). 

This  "overview"  established  the  general  foundations  on  which  the 
developer  was  selected,  and  on  which  negotiations  with  the  developer  were 
begun.    The  Main  Program  and  its  variants  were  chosen  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  as  the  most  densely  developed  use  program  likely  to 
come  out  of  these  negotiations.    The  RFQ  reflected  Redevelopment  Agency 
policy  as  of  April  1980,  and  may  not  be  consistent  with  current  Agency 
pol icy. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Main  Program  and  the  RFQ  cannot  be  directly 
compared.    It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Main  Program  encompasses 
proposed  land  uses  for  al 1  of  YBC.    The  RFQ,  on  the  other  hand,  was 
concerned  only  with  land  uses  on  Central  Block  1,  Central  Block  2  and 
portions  of  Central  Block  3. 

The  Main  Program  consists  of  a  "worst-case",  or  maximum  likely 
development  scenario  for  the  site.    Office  space  proposed  for  CB-1  under 
the  Main  Program  is  90,000  sq.  ft.  greater  than  the  maximum  presented  in 
the  RFQ.    In  addition,  the  Main  Program  proposed  700  more  hotel  rooms  for 
CB-1  than  the  maximum  presented  in  the  RFQ.    The  RFQ  establishes,  and  the 
Main  Program  meets  or  exceeds,  minimum  desired  development  programs  for 
retail,  entertainment,  and  cultural  uses  on  CB-1,  2,  and  3.    The  RFQ  did 
not  include  any  parking  requirements,  except  to  limit  parking  on  CB-1  to 
7%  of  gross  building  area  (RFQ,  p.  19).    The  worst-case  parking  analyzed 
on  CB-1  for  the  Main  Program  (950  spaces)  is  based  on  Redevelopment  Plan 
(and  City  Planning  Code)  requirements  of  7%  of  gross  building  area  for 
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Eastern  Block  2  Use  Locations 
COMMENT 

"Why  is  East  Block  2  not  colored  in  at  all  as  to  its  uses?    It's  blank." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  proposed  land  uses  for  East  Block  2  on  Figure  8,  p.  38,  are  specified 
on  the  Figure  as  Housing/Office/Retail/Cultural,  but  this  block  is  not 
colored  because  the  spatial  configuration  on  the  block  of  these  uses  has 
not  yet  been  identified.    The  locations  of  these  uses  are  a  subject  of 
ongoing  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Olympia  and 
York. 


Central  Block  1  Pedestrian  Plaza 
COrWENT 

"Page  38,  Central  Block  1  shows  no  park  or  plaza.    Is  that  an  error?" 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

As  shown  in  Table  2,  p.  35,  a  pedestrian  concourse  or  plaza  is  included 
in  the  proposed  Main  Program  uses  for  CB-1.    It  is  not  shown  in  Figure  8 
because  its  location  has  not  been  specified  and  it  may  be  covered,  rather 
than  open. 


Central  Block  2  Ground  Level 
COI^ENT 

"Will  Central  Block  2  require  raising  the  level  of  the  ground  on  that  block  as 
it  had  to  be  on  Central  Block  3?    If  so,  how  much?"    (Commmissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Central  Block  2  underground  uses  would  not  require  raising  the  level  of 
the  ground.    The  parking  garage  entrances  and  exits  would  be  above 
ground,  but  they  would  probably  be  incorporated  into  the  ground  floors  of 
buildings.    Any  changes  made  in  the  topography  of  CB-2  would  be  done  for 
reasons  of  design,  and  would  not  be  functionally  necessary  to  permit  the 
proposed  underground  uses. 
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Build-Out  Year 
COMMENT 

"Page  35,  36  and  37,  ...  isn't  it  1978  alternatives  and  1988  Main  Program  all 
the  way  through  in  some  tables?    It  talks  about  1988  alternatives  and  1988 
Main  Program.    And  I  think  maybe  that's  incorrect."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

1988  refers  to  the  year  that  full  build-out  of  all  alternatives  is 
assumed  to  occur.    Although  these  Alternatives  were  evaluated  in  the  1978 
YBC  FEIR,  their  impacts  were  analyzed  in  the  1988  time  frame,  the  best 
estimate  of  the  project  completion  year  at  that  time.    1988  was  chosen  as 
the  completion  year  for  the  Main  Program  to  be  consistent  with  the 
analysis  done  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  III.  Approach  to  the  Evaluation  of 
Environmental  Impacts,  p.  19  of  the  EIR).    However,  it  is  possible  that 
actual  project  completion  could  occur  later,  by  about  1990. 


YBC  "Gardens"  and  the  Alternative  B  Park  on  CB-2 
COMMENTS 

"Page  26, ...we  read  about  commercial/recreation/entertainment  park.  It 
appears  I  think  for  the  first  time.    I  think  it  should  be  called  by  a  name. 
YBC  Gardens,  or  I  know  Tivoli  is  out,  but  some  mention  that  is  just  more  than 
just  commercial/recreation/entertainment  park." 

"Tables  should  list  for  Alternative  B,  commercial/recreational/entertainment 
park,  clearly  there's  no  way  to  know  that  they  are  components  of  the  Gardens." 

"[On  page  3]  there  should  also  be  language  indicating  the  intent  to  try  to  do 
a  theme  park  or  a  gardens  if  possible..." 

"Page  9,  again  alternatives  are  much  too  limited,  no  mention  of  a  theme  park 
or  a  gardens  from  the  citizens  committee." 

"On  page  S2,...the  Alternative  B  summary  should  say  something  about  [a]  park 
on  [Central]  Blocks  2  and  3... I  think  all  alternative  summaries  are  too  brief 
and  need  better  descriptions,  particularly  about  urban  park,  housing, 
et  cetera.    They  are  too  sketchy."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  first  comment  above  refers  to  Alternative  B,  which  would  have  an 
active  commercial/recreational/entertainment  park.    This  park  would 
d,iffer  in  character  from  the  "Gardens"  proposed  for  the  Main  Program, 
which  would  have  more  passive  uses.    The  phrase,  "an  active,"  is  inserted 
to  precede  the  phrase,  "commercial/recreational/entertainment  park,"  in 
the  second-to-last  line  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  26. 
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office,  retail,  and  cultural  uses:    one  space  for  every  four  dwelling 
units;  and  one  space  for  every  16  hotel  rooms.    The  Main  Program  is 
consistent  with  all  other  permitted  and  desired  development  programs  for 
CB-1,  2,  and  3,  as  described  on  p.  19  of  the  RFQ. 


LAND  USE  AND  LAND  USE  DESIGNATIONS 


Role  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan 
COMMENTS 

"It  is  not  sufficient  to  loosely  refer  to  the  Plan  as  an  amalgum  of 
Alternative  A,  Alternative  B,  and  changes  discussed  in  YBC  Supplement  #1." 

"Nowhere  in  the  Draft  EIR  is  there  any  description  of  what  the  currently 
adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  specifically  incorporates.    The  'Main  Program' 
proposed  in  this  Draft  EIR  has  several  new  elements  which  distinguish  it  from 
the  existing,  adopted  Plan,  including  major  increases  in  parking  uses, 
'cultural'  uses  and  hotel  uses. 

"In  order  to  clarify  to  the  public  the  major  areas  in  which  the  'Main  Program' 
differs  from  the  presently  adopted  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  to  clearly 
distinguish  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  'Main  Program'  from  those  of  the 
currently  adopted  Plan,  we  therefore  request  that: 

0     the  presently  adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  be  described,  on  a  block-by-block 
basis  and  total  basis  in  the  same  format  as  the  four  Alternatives 
(pp.  35-37,  p.  S-8), 

0     the  presently  adopted  Redevelopment  Plan  be  analyzed  on  the  same  basis  as 
the  Alternatives, 

0     a  table  be  included  which  summarizes  and  compares  the  impacts  of  the 
presently  adopted  Plan  and  the  Main  Program,  side-by-side. 

"The  currently  adopted  Plan,  because  it  is,  in  fact,  'the  Plan'  should  be 
well-defined  and  well-analyzed.    The  EIR  is  meant  to  be  a  tool  to  aid 
decision-makers  and  the  public  in  understanding  the  consequences  associated 
with  any  decision  to  modify  the  currently  authorized  Redevelopment  Plan. 
Therefore,  the  present  Plan  and  the  Main  Program  must  be  clearly  delineated, 
to  permit  the  decision-makers  to  fully  comprehend  the  implications  of 
modifying  the  current  Plan."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Nowhere  in  the  Draft  EIR  Supplement  is  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  refei-red 
to  as  an  arrangement  of  Alternatives  A,  B  and  the  First  YBC  Supplement. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency's  Tentative  Proposal  (described  in  the  YBCFEIR, 
pp.  58  and  60-61)  is  described  as  having  components  of  Alternatives  A  and 
B.    The  Tentative  Proposal  is  not  the  same  as  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan, 
and  is  not  considered  as  an  Alternative  in  this  EIR  Supplement. 
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The  current  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  ammended  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  November,  1981,  is  not  a  specific  program  or  project.  It 
does  not  contain  a  list  of  allowable  square  footages  for  each  use  on  each 
YBC  block.    It  is  a  set  of  guidelines,  and  policies  similar  to  the  City 
Planning  Code,  but  applicable  only  to  YBC,  and,  as  such,  sets  parameters 
for  development  within  its  jurisdiction.    Both  the  City  Planning  Code  and 
the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  use  these  development  parameters  to  "guide, 
control  and  regulate  future  growth  and  development  in  accordance  with"  a 
set  of  overall  objectives  for  the  area  (City  Planning  Code,  Section 
101(a)).    As  described  on  pp.  56  and  58  of  the  EIR,  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Plan  allows  development  consistent  with  Downtown  Office,  Downtown  Retail, 
Downtown  Support  and  Housing  districts,  as  well  as  a  "Special  Use" 
district  (permits  exhibit  hall  and  hotel  uses,  among  other  uses).  The 
Redevelopment  Plan  contains  lists  of  permitted  uses,  building  heights  and 
floor  area  ratios  (the  maximum  amount  of  building  floor  area  per  unit  of 
lot  land  surface  area)  for  each  district.    The  planning  district  locations 
are  shown  in  Figure  10,  p.  59  of  the  EIR.    The  proposed  Main  Program  and 
its  variants  are  consistent  with  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan;  nothing  in 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  would  have  to  be  modified  to  permit  the  Main 
Program  or  its  variants  to  be  developed. 

Alternative  D  was  chosen  for  analysis  in  the  YBC  FEIR  to  be  representative  of 
the  maximum  allowable  build-out  of  all  uncommitted  parcels  in  YBC  under 
existing  zoning  laws.    Although  the  Redevelopment  Plan  was  assumed  to  be 
revoked  in  this  case.  Alternative  D  would  be  consistent  with  the  Plan.  A 
comparison  of  Alternative  D  and  the  Main  Program,  presented  in  Table  2, 
pp.  35-37  of  the  EIR,  shows  that,  overall.  Alternative  D  (containing  about 
13.7  million  sq.  ft.  of  total  development)  is  a  more  intense  development  plan 
for  YBC  than  is  the  Main  Program  (about  9.2  million  sq.  ft.  of  total 
development).    The  Main  Program,  its  variants  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives 
are  only  few  of  many  development  scenarios  which  would  be  consistent  with  the 
Redevelopment  Plan.    The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  has  been  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  EIR  (p.  56),  pursuant  to  State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Section  15140. 


The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code 
COMMENTS 

"It  is  a  critical  matter  of  honest  disclosure  that  the  changes  in  the  City 
Planning  Code  and  Commission  Guidelines  adopted  since  August  13,  1979,  be 
specifically  identified  and  enumerated.    There  are  now  major  differences 
between  the  Agency's  standards  and  City  Planning 's,  and  the  discussion  on 
P.  115  re:  zoning  'cover-up'  this  inconsistency.    This  includes  but  is  not 
limited  to  now-standard  provisions  in  City  Planning 's  project  approval 
resolutions  regarding  the  Office/Housing  Production  Program,  a  possible 
transit  impact  fee/assessment  district,  etc.  A  clear  legal  inadequacy  here." 
(David  Jones) 

"Does  the  EIR  anywhere  tell  how  the  Main  Program  differs  from  City  Planning 
guidelines,  although  Redevelopment  doesn't  have  to-  conform,  I  think  we  ought 
to  have  discussion  of  differences,  if  there  are  any."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
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RESPONSE 

The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  3,  1979,  incorporated  the  entire 
City  Planning  Code  (except  bulk  restrictions)  in  force  at  the  time.  A 
list  of  "Amendments  to  City  Planning  Code  Since  1979"  indicates  only  one 
change  which  might  be  applicable  to  the  project:    Code  Section  126(e), 
which  limits  development  bonuses  until  March  1,  1983;  under  these  Interim 
Controls,  development  bonuses  may  be  used  only  for  hotel  and  residential 
development.    However,  the  Section  states,  "The  controls  shall  not  apply 
to  any  Redevelopment  Project  Area  for  which  a  Redevelopment  Plan  has 
heretofore  been  adopted."    Consequently,  the  Verba  Buena  Project  is  exempt 
from  the  Interim  Controls.    A  comparison  between  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
and  the  City  Planning  Code,  as  well  as  a  discussion  of  the  conformance  of 
the  Main  Program  to  the  City  Planning  Code,  are  contained  on  pp.  115-116 
of  the  EIR. 

The  guidelines  set  forth  in  the  Revised  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
(GDD),  July  1982,  are  at  present  only  suggested  for  discussion  and  do  not 
have  the  force  of  law.    Conformance  to  this  document,  or  to  any  other  City 
policies,  such  as  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP),  may  or  may 
not  be  required  of  developers  as  mitigation  measures  as  a  condition  of 
project  approval.    Developers  in  YBC  would  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81  (if  upheld  in  court),  which 
levies  a  one-time  transit  assessment  on  new  downtown  office  development 
(see  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  214).    Compliance  of  the  Main  Program 
with  City  parking  policies  is  discussed  in  the  Response  to  City  Parking 
Policy,  p.  C&R-122,  and  on  p.  161  of  the  EIR,    It  is  likely  that  the  Main 
Program  would  comply  with  the  Office  /  Housing  Production  Program  (see  the 
Response  to  "TOOR"  Housing,  p.  C&R-56) 


Inclusion  of  Cultural  Uses  in  the  Main  Program 


COMMENTS 

"One  of  the  impacts  the  cultural  uses  would  have,  especially  on  CB-2,  is 
increasing  a  sense  of  neighborhood  identity.    The  aesthetics  is  perhaps  the 
most  positive  expression  of  the  human  environment;  the  finest  possible 
cultural  realization,  expressive  of  what  the  San  Francisco  arts  community  has 
to  offer,  could  play  a  major  role  in  making  Verba  Buena  Center  desirable  to 
all  concerned." 

"The  Summary  states  that  'the  Main  Program  differs  from  the  alternatives 

primarily  in  cultural  uses  '  (etc.)    If  there  is  a  substantive  difference 

between  alternatives,  it  should  be  described."    (Meg  Madden) 

"The  table  on  S-8:  is  it  correct  that  none  of  the  alternatives  had  a  cultural 
component?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
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RESPONSE 

In  order  to  reflect  the  impacts  of  the  cultural  uses  on  CB-2,  the 
following  sentence  is  added  to  the  fifteenth  line  of  the  first  paragraph 
on  p.  104:    "The  cultural  uses  could  act  as  focal  points  for  neighborhood 
and  City  identity  and  pride,  particularly  if  the  cultural  uses  encourage 
community  volunteer  involvement." 

None  of  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  had  a  cultural  component. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on 
p.  S-7  to  clarify  the  differences  between  the  Main  Program  and  the 
Alternatives:    "The  Main  Program  has  more  total  floor  area  of  the  first 
three  uses  listed  than  do  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives,  and  less  total 
floor  area  of  the  latter  two  uses  than  do  any  of  the  Alternatives." 

Beneficial  Effects  of  Housing  Proposed  for  CB-2 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  108,  additional  statements  could  be  added  regarding  the  additional 
vitality  and  life  which  housing  on  CB-2  will  contribute  to  the  project; 
especially  in  the  evenings.    Furthermore,  housing  on  CB-2  will  contribute  to  a 
more  personalized  element  to  the  neighborhood,  making  it  less  institutional." 
(Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  sense  of  community  and  neighborhood,  and  the  other  impacts  of  housing 
on  CB-2  are  discussed  in  the  first  and  third  paragraphs  of  p.  108  of  the 
EIR,  in  the  Land  Use  Impacts  section.    The  discussion  on  p.  108  mentions 
the  housing's  contribution  to  security  and  neighborhood  identity  in 
general  terms,  primarily  because  the  beneficial  effects  of  this  housing 
would  depend  largely  on  the  character  of  its  inhabitants.    It  sometimes 
happens  that  residents  of  housing  in  Downtown  areas  avoid  interaction  with 
neighbors  and  choose  to  remain  isolated.    This  could  be  a  reaction  to  a 
perceived  loss  of  privacy  due  to  sharing  a  building  with  many  others.  In 
addition.  Downtown  market-rate  housing,  typically  occupied  by  one  or  more 
working  adults,  would  tend  to  be  vacated  most  of  the  day  and  sometimes  on 
weekends,  contributing  little  to  the  "vitality"  and  "life"  of  the 
housing.    Making  a  neighborhood  "less  institutional"  would  involve  trust, 
establishing  friendships,  and  developing  neighborhood  awareness.  Although 
this  could  be  facilitated  by  building  design  (such  as  constructing 
gathering  or  common  areas  for  residents),  the  occurrence  of  a 
"personalized"  neighborhood  cannot  reliably  be  projected. 
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Uses  Complementing  the  Convention  Center 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  104,  it  is  not  clear  how  the  cultural  and  retail  spaces  or  the 
underground  ballroom  and  exhibit  spaces  complement  the  Convention  Center." 
(Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

The  cultural  and  retail  spaces  would  complement  the  Convention  Center  by 
providing  additional  services  to  tourists  and  conventioneers.  The 
underground  bal Iroom/ exhibit  room  would  likely  be  associated  with  the 
hotel  proposed  for  CB-1  and  would  serve  conventions  headquartered  at  the 
hotel.    It  is  customary  for  a  large  convention  hotel  to  have  ballroom  and 
exhibit  space.    An  example  of  this  is  the  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel. 
This  space  could  be  a  competing  use,  which  could  attract  some  business 
which  might  otherwise  use  the  Convention  Center.    However,  it  could  also 
serve  as  overflow  space  for  large  conventions  with  too  many  simultaneous 
functions  to  be  accommodated  solely  by  the  Convention  Center. 


CB-1  Development  Density 
COMMENT 

"Central  Block  1  is  getting  rather  overcrowded,  it's  overloaded." 
(Jack  Morrison) 

RESPONSE 

The  purpose  of  an  EIR  is  to  describe  the  environmental  impacts  of  a 
project,  and  generally  not  to  make  judgments  on  the  merits  of  the 
project.    The  density  of  the  proposed  development  for  CB-1  is 
acknowledged,  however,  in  the  Project  Description  section  of  the  EIR.  The 
first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  39  states:    "CB-1  would  be  the 
most  intensively  developed  block  in  YBC  under  the  Main  Program." 

This  high  density  development  would  be  offset  by  the  planned  60%  open 
space  on  CB-2  and  40%  open  space  on  CB-3.    In  addition,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  development  density  proposed  for  CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  is 
comparable  to  that  under  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  A  and  D.    The  Main  Program 
would  have  about  2.086  million  sq.  ft.,  Alternative  A,  2.196  million  sq. 
ft.,  and  Alternative  D,  2.076  million  sq.  ft.  (see  Table  2,  p.  35).  Since 
CB-1  under  the  Main  Program  includes  the  49  Fourth  St.  GSA  Bldg.  site  and 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  do  not,  the  Main  Program  has  an  additional 
48,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  surface  area  on  CB-1  to  accommodate  the  proposed 
development. 
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Office  Projects  East  of  YBC 
COMMENT 

"P. 52,  discussion  of  the  'eastern  subarea'  should  specify  the  approximate 
total  square  footage  of  the  'eighteen  office  projects'  referred  to." 
(David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  third  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  is  revised 
as  follows:    "Nineteen  office  projects,  containing  approximately 
5.76  million  gross  sq.  ft.,  are  currently  (as  of  August  1982)  under 
construction,  approved  or  proposed  in  this  growth  district." 


Neighborhood-Serving  Retail  Commercial  Uses  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Locate  a  supermarket  with  parking  facilities  on  Parcel  7  [SB-2,  northeastern 
corner  of  Fourth  and  Harrison  Sts.]  ..Require  neighborhood  oriented  retail 
space...  at  the  street  level  of  any  development  on  the  present  site  of  the 
union  gas  station  at  Fourth  and  Folsom  Streets  [WB-3]."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Neighborhood-oriented  retail  space  is  covered  in  the  second  mitigation 
measure  on  p.  206  of  the  EIR,  and  in  the  first  mitigation  measure  on 
p.  207  of  the  EIR.    The  following  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  first 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  207  to  include  the  suggestions  of  the  Commentor 
as  examples  for  implementation  of  the  measures: 

Sites  recommended  by  community  groups  (South  of  Market  Coalition, 
March  1981,  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Neighborhood  Plan)  for  development 
of  resident-serving  retail  uses  include  the  southwestern  corner  of 
SB-2  for  a  supermarket  and  parking  and  the  southeastern  corner  of 
WB-3.    The  southwestern  corner  of  SB-2  would  be  Retail  and  Parking 
with  the  Main  Program  (see  Figure  8,  p.  38).    The  southeastern  corner 
of  WB-3  is  occupied  by  the  Union  Gas  Station,  which  is  proposed  to 
remain  under  the  Main  Program. 


Small  Affordable  Commercial  Space  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"On  page  206,  under  additional  mitigation  measures,  it  talks  about  the  agency 
would  endeavor  to  make  small  affordable  commercial  space  available.    I'd  like 
to  know  what  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  determination  is  for  'small'.  I'd 
also  like  to  know  what  their  determination  is  for  'affordable'..." 
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"....I'd  like  some  idea  as  to  whether  this  small  and  affordable  retail  space 
is  going  to  be  spread  throughout  the  YBC  or  is  it  going  to  be  just  stuck  in  a 
small,  insignificant  place  altogether."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  mitigation  measure  on  p.  206  is  revised  to  be  more  specific: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  developers  to  endeavor 
to  make  small-scale  retail  uses  (not  to  exceed  2,000  square  feet  per 
establishment)  conveniently  available  to  meet  the  shopping,  service 
and  eating  needs  of  downtown  workers  and  residents.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  developers  to  price  these  small 
retail  spaces  to  be  affordable  to  local  San  Francisco  businesses. 

The  definition  of  2,000  square  feet  per  "small-scale  retail  use"  is 
consistent  with  that  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  July,  1982, 
Revised  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  p.  18.    What  would  be  affordable  to 
local  San  Francisco  businesses  would  depend  on  market  conditions  at  the 
time  of  project  completion. 

The  placement  of  the  small  and  affordable  retail  space  cannot  be 
determined  until  project  plans  become  more  specific  and  concrete  than  they 
are  currently.    The  phrase  "conveniently  available"  in  the  amended  measure 
above  allows  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  developer  some  flexibility 
in  project  design,  while  providing  that  the  small  affordable  retail  space 
would  not  be  placed  in  an  "insignificant"  or  out-of-the  way  location. 


VISUAL  ASPECTS 


Photographs  of  the  Current  Setting 
COMMENT 

"The  lack  of  photographs  of  those  areas  which  have  been  altered  by  development 
since  the  compilation  of  the  FEIR  is  a  major  omission,  including  WB-1,  WB-2, 
WB-3,  SB-2,  and  EB-3;  the  cover  photograph  is  obviously  insufficient." 
(David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

Since  photographs  of  the  setting  existing  in  1978  were  not  provided  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  a  photographic  update  would  have  little  contextual  sense  in  this 
Suppl ement.  The  cover  photograph  shows  the  view  of  CB-1  and  CB-2  from  the 
entrance  to  the  Convention  Center.  The  following  is  inserted  after  the 
first  sentence  on  p.  62  of  the  EIR  to  indicate  that  additional  photographs 
of  YBC  have  been  taken  and  are  available  to  the  public:  "Photographs  of 
all  of  YBC  were  taken  during  December,  1981,  and  are  on  file,  with  a  map 


C&R-17 


XV.    Surnmary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Visual  Aspects 

indicating  the  view  direction  of  each  photo,  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor."    The  large  number  of  these 
photographs  (23)  preclude  their  being  reproduced  in  the  EIR.    The  visual 
setting  of  YBC  is  described  on  pp.  62-64.       ^ — 


Visual  Representation  of  the  Main  Program 
COMMENTS 

"...it's  hard  to  visualize  what  the  project  is  going  to  end  up  looking  like. 
...I  think  it  would  have  been  possible  for  someone  to  come  up  with  some 
tentative  visual,  so  that  we  get  some  idea  of  what  it  might  require." 
(Commissioner  Nakashima) 

"For  a  comprehensible  visual/land  use  setting  summary,  reproduction  of  the 
axonometric  drawing  of  the  YBC  area  showing  completed  development  which  has 
already  been  prepared  by  the  developer  Olympia  &  York  would  be  an  easy  and 
very  valuable  addition  to  the  Supplement." 

"The  prose  description  of  the  development  under  the  Main  Program  and  Variants 
is  impossible  to  comprehend.    As  requested  in  l.B.  above,  use  of  the 
axonometric  diagram  prepared  by  developer  Olympia  &  York  to  illustrate  this 
section  is  essential.    Little  additional  work  would  be  required  to  distinguish 
the  Variants  from  the  Main  Program.    It  can  and  must  be  clearly  stated  that 
the  axonometric  is  a  representation  rather  than  an  actual  proposed  design  of 
the  elements  of  the  Program  and  Variants,  but  this  is  vital  in  order  to 
understand  the  relative  differances  in  bulk,  view  blockage,  etc.,  which  are 
discussed  in  the  text. 

"General  configuration  of  proposed  projects,  including  the  National  Maritime 
Union,  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments,  Mendelsohn  House,  'Taylor-Woodrow'  project, 
and  Forth/Folsom  Sts.  project,  are  available  and  can  be  incorporated  in  the 
axonometric  to  make  it  as  accurate  as  reasonably  possible." 

"P. 116-120,  the  discussion  of  visual  impacts  is  inadequate  because  it  is 
limited  to  prose  and  because  it  omits  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  of 
other  downtown  San  Francisco  projects  in  conjunction  with  YBC  development. 

"Other  development  project  EIR's  now  routinely  provide  graphic  representations 
of  proposed  project's  impacts  superimposed  on  photographs  of  the  general 
downtown  area  from  a  variety  of  viewponts,  and  including  all  projects  approved 
or  under  active  consideration  but  not  yet  built  as  well  as  the  proposed 
project.    Such  analysis  is  vital  for  the  Supplement,  including  views  from  the 
Lick  Freeway  from  the  southwest  and  the  Bay  Bridge  from  the  southeast.  Nob 
Hill  and  Potrero  Hill,  and  locally  from  the  roof  of  the  Moscone  Center  as  well 
as  a  'typical'  residential  unit  at  the  sixth-eight  floor  level  along  Folsom 
St.    All  this  is  critical  information  in  review  of  the  Variants  and  its 
omission  is  unprofessional."    (David  Jones) 

"The  average  person  cannot  be  expected  to  understand  the  proposed  development 
in  the  existing  context.    The  supplement's  written  description  is  confusing. 
Visual  aids  are  badly  needed." 
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"There  is  literally  no  updating  of  both  the  1982  'setting'  and  the  proposed 
'main  program'  and  'variants'  in  visual  graphic  terms.    Information  on  the 
design  of  projects  approved  since  1978  or  now  in  design  is  readily  available. 
Current  photographs  with  overlays  of  proposed  development  are  simple  to 
prepare  and  incorporate.    (John  Elberling) 

"Page  25.    The  description  of  the  project  and  alternatives  should  include  more 
detailed  schematic  drawings  of  the  alternatives  now  being  evaluated  by  the 
Agency  that  were  the  subject  of  the  October  6,  1981  hearings.    The  vague 
description  of  these  alternatives,  limited  to  colored  maps  of  proposed  land 
uses  and  lists  of  proposed  square  feet  of  building  space  is  insufficient  for 
the  public  to  determine  the  nature  of  the  physical,  architectural  and 
aesthetic  impacts  of  the  proposal  or  the  alternatives." 

"Page  1 16-1 19.  This  section  should  be  expanded  significantly  to  include  more 
specific  architectural  design  plans  of  the  proposal,  presented  by  Olympia  and 
York  in  October  1981."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Gardens"  portion  (CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program,  which 
would  be  the  bulk  of  the  new  development  of  YBC,  is  still  undergoing  major 
building  placement,  density  and  design  revisions.    The  exact  square 
footage  of  each  use  has  not  yet  been  determined.    Development  of  some  of 
the  other  blocks  is  in  an  even  earlier  planning  stage,  and  thus  the  uses 
and  square  footages  analyzed  in  this  Supplement  are  only  the  most  likely 
"worst-case"  floor  areas.    These  floor  areas  and  their  approximate 
locations,  however,  are  sufficient  to  analyze  all  use-related  project 
environmental  impacts,  including  land  use,  socio-economic,  cormiunity 
service,  transportation,  air  quality,  noise,  energy  and  historic 
preservation  impacts.    Only  those  impacts  related  to  building  design 
(visual,  wind  and  shadow  impacts)  will  require  further  analysis.  Ongoing 
negotiations  between  Olympia  and  York  (0.&  Y.)  and  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  continue  to  produce  frequent  changes  to  each  party's  design 
concepts  for  the  project.    The  outcome  will  not  be  determined  until 
sometime  just  prior  to  the  release  of  a  draft  land  disposition  and 
development  agreement,  now  expected  to  occur  in  1983.    At  that  time  a 
public  hearing  will  be  held  and  the  public  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  project  use  square  footages  and  massings. 

An  axonometric  drawing  of  the  "preferred  design  concept,"  the  "Esplanade" 
without  housing  on  CB-2,  prepared  by  0.&  Y.,  and  referred  to  by  several  of 
the  commentors,  is  added  to  the  text  after  p.  7  as  Figure  lA.  The 
parenthetical  reference,  "(see  Figure  lA)"  is  added  at  the  end  of  the 
fourth  sentence  in  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  7.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  indicated  preference  for  this  "Esplanade"  design  concept 
at  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981.    The  Commission  witheld  judgment  as  to 
whether  or  not  housing  should  be  provided  on  CB-2;  the  "Esplanade"  design 
concept  is  shown  in  Figure  lA  without  housing  because  that  is  consistent 
with  what  is  proposed  for  the  Main  Program  on  CB-2.    The  Commission  stated 
that  its  preference  for  the  "Esplanade"  design  concept,  which  was  to 
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undergo  refinement  through  ongoing  negotiations,  was  meant  as  general 
guidance  to'^'O  &  Y  and  Agency  staff,  and  was  not  intended  to  be  an  approval 
of  a  specific  design  concept  (see  pp.  5-7  of  the  EIR).    Figure  lA, 
therefore,  represents  conceptual  building  massings  (not  "specific 
architectural  design  plans")  under  consideration  on  October  6,  1981.  It 
does  not  represent  building  placements  or  massings  currently  in 
negotiation,  and  might  not  approximate  the  design  that  is  finally  approved. 

Since  no  specific  designs  of  negotiated  positions  are  available,  it  is  not 
possible  to  present  graphics  expressing  these  designs.    Inclusion  of 
graphics  of  interim  designs  that  would  be  outdated  by  the  time  the  Final 
EIR  was  published  would  lead  to  public  comment  on  a  superceded  interim 
design . 


Views  of  the  Back  of  the  Moscone  Center 
COMMENT 

"P. 49,  CB-3  discussion  omits  the  negative  visual  impact  of  the  loading  dock 
now  completed  in  the  Moscone  Center  on  Folsom  St.  near  Third  St.    This  may 
affect  design  of  development  on  the  opposite  side  of  Folsom  St."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  existing  loading  dock  in  the  rear  of  the  Moscone  Center,  on  Folsom  St. 
near  Third  St.  is  of  the  same  scale  and  basic  appearance  as  the  rest  of 
the  Moscone  Center's  Folsom  frontage.    It  has  less  vegetative  cover,  but 
is  recessed  further  from  the  street  than  other  portions  of  this  frontage. 
The  loading  dock  does  not  appear  to  be  a  prominent  feature  of  the  rear  of 
the  convention  center,  and  would  not  affect  the  design  of  buildings  nearby 
any  more  than  would  other  visible  features  of  the  convention  center  (such 
as  the  roof  and  air  conditioning  vents). 

The  American  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company's  Long  Lines  Bldg.  is 
opposite  the  western  half  of  this  block.    The  design  of  developments 
opposite  the  eastern  part  of  the  block  would  take  the  loading  dock  and 
general  appearance  of  the  rear  of  the  convention  center  into  account. 

Mention  of  the  loading  dock  is  added  to  the  EIR  on  p.  49,  second  full 
paragraph,  last  sentence,  which  is  revised  as  follows: 

Portions  of  the  lobby,  roof,  and  ventilation  vents,  as  well  as  the 
rear  loading  dock,  are  visible  to  pedestrians  in  the  area. 
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Views  from  Dimasalang  House 
COMMENT 

"In  the  discussion  of  impacts  of  the  development  of  the  Mendelsohn  House  site 
on  views  from  Dimasalang  House,  preliminary  architectural  design  work  now  in 
progress  has  identified  no  design  alternative  under  the  project's  severe  cost 
constraints  which  will  be  able  to  avoid  blocking  these  northward  views  except 
through  the  axis  of  former  Alice  St.  However,  the  designs  under  preparation 
all  maintain  a  low-rise  structure  directly  across  the  former  Shipley  St.  from 
Dimasalang  House,  with  a  nine-story  structure  located  along  Folsom  St.  This 
orientation  is  intended  to  maximize  the  privacy  of  the  residential  units  in 
both  developments,  as  well  as  to  provide  a  more  attractive  view  for  Dimasalang 
residents.    It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  proposed  adjacent  community 
gardens,  shown  as  an  "institutional  use"  in  the  Supplement,  will  provide  an 
eastward-looking  'window'  for  Dimasalang  House  residents,  and  a 
southward-looking  'window'  for  residents  of  the  proposed  Mendelsohn  House  and 
the  housing  development  identified  for  the  southwest  corner  of  Third  and 
Folsom  Sts."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  to  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  119,  on  the 
seventh  line,  after  "...Folsom  St.": 

Preliminary  architectural  design  work  has  identified  no  design 
alternative  under  the  project's  cost  constraints  which  would  not 
block  northward  views  from  Dimasalang  House  except  through  the  former 
Alice  St.    The  proposed  community  gardens  (shown  as  an  "Institutional 
Use"  adjacent  to  Lapu  Lapu  St.  on  SB-2  in  Figure  8,  p. 38  of  the  EIR), 
east  of  Dimasalang  House,  would  provide  an  eastward  looking  'window' 
for  residents  of  Dimasalang  House  and  a  southward  looking  'window' 
for  residents  of  Mendelsohn  House,  and  the  housing  development 
proposed  for  the  southwest  corner  of  Third  and  Folsom  Sts./7/ 

The  sentence  starting  with  "Depending  on  the  design  and  layout..."  in  the 
seventh  line  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  119  is  deleted. 

Footnote  HI  is  added  to  p.  121  to  read:    "Peter  Mendelsohn,  President, 
Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation,  letter  to  Thomas  Conrad, 
Chief,  Planning,  Housing  and  Programming,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,  dated  June  16,  1982." 


Reflective  Glass  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Both  the  Supplement  and  the  FEIR  omit  discussion  of  the  negative  glare  impact 
of  the  use  of  highly  reflective  glass  near  housing  development.    The  Woolf 
House  Residents  Association  has  formally  protested  the  impact  of  the  recently 
developed  Verba  Buena  West  project  on  the  north  side  of  Woolf  House.  Required 
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mitigation  must  be  specified  that  will  prohibit  the  use  of  reflective  glass 
adjacent  to  existing  or  proposed  residential  sites  (or  'across  the  street'). 
The  use  of  such  glass  should  also  be  prohibited  on  the  roof  of  CB-3,  since  its 
glare  will  be  directed  over  a  very  wide  area  through  the  course  of  the  day. 
The  matter  of  reflective  glass  and  its  impacts  needs  a  full  discussion  in  the 
Supplement."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"[One  controversial  issue  is]  the  problem  of  reflective  glass  in  the  design  of 
the  ...Verba  Buena  West  building,  which  has  been  constructed  across  the  street 
from  Woolf  House  ...It's  the  question  of  sun  glare  during  the  daytime,  and 
loss  of  privacy,  and  see  your  neighbor  if  their  shades  aren't  drawn  in  the 
apartment  right  next  to  you.    ...With  housing  surrounding  Central  Block  on  the 
west,  east,  and  south,  probably  it  should  not  be  used  there  at  all,  or  if  so, 
very  sparingly. "    (John  Elberling) 

"P. 51,  WB-2  discussion  omits  the  major  visual  impact  of  the  large  expanse  of 
reflective  glazing  in  the  Verba  Buena  West  project.    This  impact  is 
controversial  and  considered  to  be  negative  by  some;  the  City  Planning 
Commission  has  a  current  policy  against  such  large  expanses  of  reflective 
glass  with  which  this  project  is  in  conflict,  as  should  be  noted  in  the 
Supplement."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  negative  impacts  of  glare  and  reflection  from  reflective  glass  are 
acknowledged  and  the  following  paragraph  is  inserted  between  the  first  and 
second  full  paragraphs  on  p.  119. 

The  use  of  reflective  glass  in  buildings  adjacent  to  any  of  the 
residential  units  could  constitute  an  adverse  visual  impact  to 
residents  of  these  units.    Woolf  House  residents  have  formally 
protested  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  the  glare  and  loss  of  privacy 
resulting  from  the  use  of  highly  reflective  glass  in  the  Verba  Buena 
West  project  immediately  across  Howard  St.  to  the  north.  City 
Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9212,  passed  Nov.  5,  1981, 
recommends  against  the  use  of  reflective  glass  in  San  Francisco. 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  before  the  last  measure  on 
p.  206  of  the  EIR. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  prohibiting  the  use  of 
reflective  glass  in  all  buildings  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street 
from  proposed  and  existing  residential  buildings  located  both  inside 
and  immediately  outside  the  VBC  Redevelopment  Area. 


Public  Fine  Art  Requirement  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  205,  Paragraph  2.  We  understand  that  ".  .  .  1%  of  construction  costs  of 
all  buildings  except  the  subsidized  housing  to  public  fine  arts  works,"  could 
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be  met  from  costs  incurred  in  the  construction  of  public  fine  arts  in  the 
Gardens  and  open  space  areas  of  the  project  rather  than  in  addition  to  such 
costs."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

Yes,  this  is  correct. 


Litter  Pickup  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  206,  Paragraph  5.  The  section  which  states  that  the  Agency  would 
consider  requiring  the  developer  of  the  central  blocks  to  provide  litter 
pickup  for  areas  within  and  adjacent  to  the  central  blocks  raises  questions 
relative  to  the  interpretation  of  "adjacent."    While  we  share  the  goal  of 
maintaining  an  attractive  appearance  within  YBG  [Verba  Buena  Gardens],  we 
anticipate  that  the  developer  of  the  central  blocks  would  provide  litter 
pickup  for  property  under  its  jurisdiction  and  other  property  owners  of 
'adjacent'  property  would  do  the  same."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  fourth  paragraph  under  "Suggested  Additional  Measures"  on  p.  206  of 
the  EIR  is  changed  to  read: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  of 
YBC  to  provide  litter  pick-up  for  areas  included  in  their  respective 
land  disposition  and  development  agreements  to  maintain  an  attractive 
appearance  within  YBC. 


RESIDENTS  AND  HOUSING  IN  THE  VICINITY  OF  YBC 


Families  West  of  YBC 
COMMENT 

"...there  are  families  in  that  area  (west  of  YBC),  and  it  ought  to  be  talked 
about."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  fourth  sentence  in  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  69.:    "Families  living  west  of  YBC  are  predominantly 
Filipino. /4/" 
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Services  for  "Squatters" 
COMMENT 

"...  if  the  agency  does  not  have  help  for  'squatters,'  in  quotes,  in  the  area, 
some  other  City  agency,  a  social  agency,  can  at  least  make  an  attempt.  This 
is  in  reference  to,  quote,  'squatters  occupying  some  of  the  area.'    And  that 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  is  not  responsible  for  what  happens  to  them. 
Otherwise,  they  will  be  forced  to  squat  elsewhere,  either  on  the  former 
Planning  Department  steps  at  Larkin  and  Grove,  and  we  have  enough  on  those 
steps,  or  Market  Street  doorways,  in  the  area  of  YBC.    It  seems  some  attempt 
by  the  City  is  in  order  or  at  least  consultation  on  the  problem.    Squatter  is 
a  matchless  word  for  homeless  indigents  with  social  problems." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Homeless  indigents,  comprised  of  unemployed  itinerants  as  well  as 
emotionally,  physically  or  mentally  handicapped  persons,  occupy  some  open 
and  partially  sheltered  areas  in  YBC.    This  population  appears  to  be  more 
concentrated  in  areas  west  of  YBC,  with  its  highest  concentrations  along 
Sixth  St.,  although  no  formal  counts  exist  that  document  its  numbers  by 
area.    The  transients  who  congregate  along  Sixth  St.  are  described,  based 
on  the  best  available  data,  on  p.  71  of  the  EIR.    The  indigent  population 
in  YBC  appears  to  be  less  than  in  1977-78,  when  the  YBC  FEIR  was  written. 
At  that  time  more  than  half  of  CB-2  contained  pits  formed  by  the  former 
basements  of  demolished  buildings.    Foundation  walls  remaining  standing 
below  street  level,  particularly  under  the  sidewalks  along  Mission  St., 
formed  cave-like  shelters,  many  of  which  were  inhabited  by  indigents,  YBC 
FEIR,  p.  68.    This  area  has  since  been  filled  and  leveled.  Construction 
of  the  Main  Program  or  any  other  YBC  development  could  displace  some  of 
the  indigents  who  have  chosen  to  remain.    Where  they  would  go  is  unknown, 
although  it  is  likely  that  they  would  migrate  toward  Sixth  St.    There  are 
over  25  social  service  agencies,  both  public  and  private,  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  YBC  and  the  area  west  of  YBC  that  offer  shelter,  food,  and 
other  care  for  indigents.    These  agencies,  and  the  services  they  provide, 
are  listed  in  Appendix  A,  Table  A-2,  p.  239-242.    It  is  likely  that  most, 
if  not  all,  of  these  services  experience  funding  constraints.    With  this 
in  mind,  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  third 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  207: 

Consideration  could  be  given  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  expanding  the  availability  of  City  General  Fund  grants 
under  their  control  for  use  by  public  and  private  agencies  giving  aid 
to  South  of  Market  indigents. 
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Housing  Near  YBC 
COMMENT 

"In  the  second  paragraph  [on  p.  52],  should,  again,  mention  east  of  YBC  the 
housing  that  is  planned  for  Rincon  Hill,  South  Park  housing,  also  housing 
planned  in  the  waterfront  area  South  of  Market  Street.    Also  [mention  the] 
housing  and  office  site  at  Second  and  Market  in  the  Bank  of  America  Hoffman 
Grill  project."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Rincon  Hill,  South  Park  and  the  waterfront  area  south  of  Market  Street  are 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  South  of  Market  study  areas  defined  on  p.  51 
of  the  EIR,  which  contain  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  most  likely  to 
be  affected  by  potential  development  pressures  associated  with  YBC.  As 
explained  in  footnote  /2/,  p. 64,  and  identified  in  SPUR's  South  of  Market 
Study,  the  James  Lick  Skyway  runs  "through  the  center  of  South  of  Market 
creating  a  physical  and  psychological  boundary."    Because  of  this  physical 
boundary,  development  in  YBC  is  likely  to  have  fewer  effects  on  land  uses 
south  of  the  Skyway  than  on  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  YBC  on  its  east 
and  west. 

The  residential  South  Park  area,  and  its  proximity  to  (and  possible 
interactions  with)  housing  proposed  for  the  Main  Program,  is  discussed  on 
the  bottom  of  p.  113  and  the  top  of  p.  114.    The  Rincon  Point  -  South 
Beach  Project  is  discussed  at  the  end  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on 
p.  114  and  at  the  end  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  115  as  one  area 
which  may  have  more  influence  on  development  patterns  south  of  the  James 
Lick  Freeway  than  would  YBC. 

The  housing  component  of  the  New  Montgomery  Place  project  (Bank  of 
America  /Hoffman  Grill  Project)  was  not  included  by  the  project  sponsor  in 
the  current  proposal  and  the  proposed  project  is  now  completely  office  and 
retail  space. 


Existing  Housing  Stock  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"P. 53,  discussion  of  the  'wood  frame  residences'  should  include  total  number 
of  such  units  in  the  subarea,  data  on  typical  rents,  and  household 
composition  -  this  data  is  available  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning." 
(David  Jones) 

"Page  52,  a  discussion  about  housing  west  of  YBC  ought  to  be  described  as  low 
income."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 
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RESPONSE 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  does  not  have  specific  and  consistently 
up-to-date  information  on  "wood  frame  residences"  in  the  area  south  of 
Market  St. /I/    The  Sanborn  Maps,  which  are  fire  insurance  maps  kept  by  the 
City  Assessor's  Office,  contain  structure-by-structure  information  on 
building  construction,  height,  access  and  proximity  to  fire  hydrants. 
These  maps,  first  made  in  the  late  1800's,  have  not  been  consistently 
updated,  and  although  largely  accurate,  are  not  completely  accurate.  A 
housing  condition  survey  was  done  by  the  Department  in  1972  that  focused 
on  building  code  violations  and  other  physical  housing  conditions.  This 
survey  did  not  include  information  on  type  of  construction,  and  neither 
this  survey  nor  the  Sanborn  Maps  include  information  on  rents  or  household 
composition , 

The  most  recent  and  comprehensive  data  regarding  rents  and  household 
composition  is  available  from  the  1980  Census.    The  Census,  however,  does 
not  disaggregate  residential  data  by  type  of  housing  construction.  Census 
tracts  176.01  and  178  encompass  the  western  subarea,  but  extend  beyond 
this  boundary  to  Eleventh  St.  (see  Figure  A-1,  p.  236  of  the  EIR). 

The  following  is  added  after  the  fourth  sentence  in  the  last  paragraph  on 
p.  52  of  the  EIR: 

1980  Census  tract  data  for  the  two  tracts  (176.01  and  178)  South  of 
Market  extending  west  of  YBC  (see  p.  68  for  a  discussion  of  the  use 
of  these  data)  indicate  that  the  median  monthly  rent  in  this  area  was 
about  $139  and  the  median  value  of  owner-occupied  dwellings  was  about 
$75,200  in  1980  (based  on  1980  U.S.  Census  data  for  tracts  176.01  and 
178).    Renter-occupied  dwellings  comprise  97.9%  of  the  total  occupied 
units  in  these  two  census  tracts.    Allowing  30%  of  gross  income  for 
rent,  a  monthly  rent  of  $139  would  require  an  annual  income  of  about 
$5,600.    The  Census  data  do  not  distinguish  between  types  of  rental 
unit  structures  (i.e.,    residential  hotels,  apartment  buildings  or 
smaller  wood-frame  rental  housing).    The  median  number  of  persons  per 
unit  in  tracts  176.01  and  178  was  about  1.2.    These  data  indicate 
that  the  bulk  of  the  population  in  the  western  sub-area  consists  of 
small,  households  whose  residences  may  be  classified  as  "low-income." 

The  next  sentence  after  this  insert,  beginning,  "The  larger  apartment 
buildings  .  .  .,"  becomes  the  beginning  of  a  new  paragraph. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  52:  "Housing  in  this  area  is  occupied  predominantly  by 
low- income  residents." 

Footnote 

/I/    Michael  Estrada,  Planner,  Department  of  City  Planning,  telephone 
communication,  September  10,  1982. 


C&R-27 


XV.  '  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Residents  and  Housing 

Real  Estate  Transactions  West  of  YBC 
COMMENT 

"32  parcels  of  land  out  of  a  hundred  and  sixty  were  chosen  at  random  to  take  a 
look  at  what  kind  of  movement  there  has  been  in  the  real  estate  down  there. 
And  the  conclusion  based  on  the  study  is  that  in  the  western  subareas, 
residential  and  neighborhood  serving  retail  properties  have  not  yet  been 
subject  to  speculation. . .That 's  the  conclusion  back  on  a  chart  that's  on 
page  57.    If  you  look  at  that  chart  and  look  at  the  bottom  figures  where  it 
says  number  of  transactions,  and  look  from  the  period  '77  to  '81,  you  see  that 
there  were  a  total  of  19  parcels  that  changed  hands  out  of  32.    That's  over  a 
50-percent  change  over.    And  it  seems  to  be  that  the  exact  opposite  conclusion 
has  to  be  reached.    If  those  figures  mean  anything,  which  it  could  very  well 
be  that  they  don't.    It  just  doesn't  seem  to  make  any  sense.    So  if  someone 
could  make  sense  out  of  it,  it  would  help  me  in  trying  to  muddle  through  this 
particular  EIR."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"P. 56,  discussion  of  'Sales  Trends'  glaringly  omits  the  corollary  information 
on  the  sales  prices  of  the  32  parcels,  and  the  increase  in  sales  prices  of 
those  properties  which  did  'turn  over'  in  the  period  reviewed.  This 
information  is  as  important  as  the  number  of  sales  if  not  more  so." 
(David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

Many  of  the  real  estate  transactions  included  in  Table  5,  p.  57  of  the  EIR 
are  not  strictly  sales,  but  also  include  other  forms  of  deed  transactions, 
such  as  inheritances,  and  changing  deed  files  due  to  marriages  and 
divorces  and  credit  foreclosures.    Sales  values  are  not  comparable  for 
different  parcels;  only  parcels  that  were  sold  two  or  more  times  between 
1967  and  1981  would  reveal  meaningful  sales  price  increase  information. 
Of  the  32  randomly  selected  parcels,  four  were  sold  two  or  more  times 
during  the  15-year  period.    A  Fifth  St.  parcel  sold  in  1972  and  1979 
experienced  a  48%  price  increase  in  seven  years;  a  parcel  on  Clara  St., 
sold  in  1969  and  1977,  exhibited  a  667%  price  increase  in  eight  years.  A 
parcel  on  Natoma  St.  sold  twice  in  1968  increased  in  value  by  34%;  another 
parcel  on  Clara  St.  sold  five  times  between  1973  and  1977,  increasing  in 
price  by  665%  over  a  four-year  period.    No  definite  conclusions  can  be 
reached  from  these  data  alone,  because  the  data  base  is  limited. 

The  19  transactions  between  1977  and  1981  do  not  indicate  that  19  parcels 
changed  ownership.    Several  deed  transactions  occurred  on  a  single  parcel. 

The  analysis  on  pp.  56  and  57  of  the  EIR  is  not  intended  to  focus  on  the 
particular  number  of  transactions,  but  the  trend  in  transactions.  The 
data  revealed  that  there  has  not  been  a  statistically  significant  increase 
in  the  transaction  rate  in  recent  years.    From  this  information,  it  seems 
unlikely  that  the  anticipation  of  YBC  development  is  causing  real  estate 
speculation  in  the  South  of  Market  area  studied. 
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Residential  Hotels  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"P. 52,  discussion  of  the  residential  hotels  in  the  western  subarea 
inaccurately  states  "no  residential  hotels  exist  on  Fifth  St.",  ignoring  the 
Oakwood  Hotel  between  Market  and  Mission.    Discussion  omits  disclosure  that 
since  the  completion  of  the  FEIR  the  Pickwick  Hotel  and  the  Verba  Buena  Hotel 
were  converted  from  partially  residential  to  completely  transient,  as  well  as 
omitting  the  reduction  of  residential  units  in  the  Victorian  Hotel  by  partial 
conversion  in  the  discussion  of  WB-1  on  P. 50.    Information  on  the  number  of 
residential  hotel  units,  number  of  vacant/condemned  units,  rental  rates  and 
other  relevant  data  is  readily  available  from  TODCO  and  should  be  included  in 
this  discussion."    (David  Jones) 

"RE:    (Setting)  Housing  Availability,  pg.  71:    discussion  of  loss  of 
residential  hotel  units  should  include  the  gradual  conversion  of  the  Victorian 
Hotel  on  WB-1  from  a  high-support  (meals,  maid  service)  residential  hotel  that 
was  100%  elderly  occupied  in  1978  to  a  presently  mixed-occupancy 
transient/residential  hotel,  less  than  30%  elderly  occupied,  with  reduced 
amenities  for  the  elderly  (meals  service  terminated  6/82)."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  of  p.  52  of  the  EIR  is  replaced 
with  the  following:    "One  residential  hotel  is  located  on  Fifth  St. 
(within  one  block  of  YBC)  and  25  are  clustered  around  Sixth  St.  According 
to  a  survey  conducted  by  the  Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation 
(TODCO)  in  October,  1981,  there  are  70  hotels  South  of  Market  St.    Of  this 
total,  47  operated  on  a  monthly  or  weekly  basis  with  a  median  monthly  rent 
of  $185;  14  hotels  were  closed,  one  burned  by  fire.    Four  hotels  operated 
on  a  daily  basis  only,  and  four  others  were  in  the  process  of  remodeling 
or  being  converted  to  other  uses. /5a/" 

Footnote  /5a/  is  added  on  p.  64  as  follows:    "/5a/  "Hotel  Rent  Survey," 
Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation,  October,  1981."    The  status  of 
particular  hotels  is  included  in  the  TODCO  data. 

The  second  and  third  full  paragraphs  on  p.  71  of  the  EIR  discuss  trends  in 
residential  hotel  housing  availability  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.  This 
discussion  addresses  the  loss  of  permanent  residential  hotel  rooms  in  the 
entire  South  of  Market  area  due  to  conversion,  demolition  or  other 
reasons,  between  1975  and  1979.    The  Victorian  Hotel  at  54  Fourth  St.  was 
not  100%  elderly-occupied  in  1978,  but  was  "predominantly  occupied"  by 
long-term  residents  at  that  time  (Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart  Building  FEIR, 
EE  80.315,  March  26,  1981,  p.  194)";    Nevertheless,  the  Victorian  Hotel  has 
undergone  some  conversion,  and  is  presented  as  an  example  of  this  trend 
with  the  addition  of  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  71:    "The  residential  hotel  nearest  YBC,  the  Victorian 
Hotel  at  54  Fourth  Street,  is  one  example  of  this  ongoing  trend;  since 
1978  this  hotel  has  gradually  converted  from  predominantly  residential 
(elderly-occupied)  to  30%  residential  and  70%  transient  rooms. /8/" 
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A  new  footnote  /8/  is  added  to  p.  72  to  read:    "/S/  Pacific  III  Apparel 
Mart  Buildiri^  FEIR,  EE  80.315,  March  26,  1981,  p.  194;  and  John  Elberling, 
South  of  Mafket  Consortium,  letter  to  Thomas  Conrad,  Chief,  Planning, 
Housing  and  Programming,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  dated  July  6, 
1982. 


Effectiveness  of  Programs  to  Preserve  Low-Income  Housing  Stock  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"P. 112-113,  discussion  of  impact  of  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  is  inaccurate. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  City  BBI  has  been  given  allegations  of  violation  of 
the  ordinance  in  a  number  of  cases,  but  has  basically  ruled  these  'out  of 
order'  or  mooted  by  the  1981  revision  of  the  ordinance.    The  ordinance's 
effectiveness  is  certainly  a  matter  of  dispute  and  controversy  as  witnessed  by 
testimony  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  the  time  of  its  revision;  the 
Supplement  must  reflect  this  uncertainty  as  to  the  ordinances'  impact." 
(David  Jones) 

"On  page  71... it  is  explained  that  the  units  in  residential  hotels  that  are  in 
the  South  of  Market  are  protected  by  the  City's  hotel  demolition  and 
conversion  ordinance.    That  simply  isn't  true.    We  all  know  the  violations  of 
those  ordinances  are  heavy,  that  the  complaints  are  coming  in."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"P. 113,  discussion  of  conservation  of  residential  hotels  should  note  the 
limited  activity  of  City  programs  to  that  end  in  the  western  subarea  to  date." 

"P. 113,  discussion  of  impacts  on  low-income  apartments  should  note  the  general 
lack  of  currently-in-use  public  programs  intended  to  preserve  even  a  portion 
of  this  affordable  housing  stock." 

"The  potential  utilization  of  the  City's  Office/Housing  Production  Program  for 
residential  hotel  conservation  should  be  noted,  though  none  has  yet  been 
effectuated."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  inserted  before  the  first  full  sentence  on  p.  113  of  the 
EIR: 

Complaints  about  illegal  conversions,  however,  must  be  made  by 
residential  hotel  tenants.    Tenants  (typically  poor  or  elderly,  and 
sometimes  less  educated  than  the  general  public)  that  do  not  know 
their  legal  rights  or  are  intimidated  by  hotel  owners  may  not  report 
illegal  conversions.    Thus  some  conversions  may  occur  that  do  not 
appear  in  building  inspection  records.    The  effectiveness  of  the 
ordinance  has  been  the  subject  of  public  controversy. 

The  next  sentence  on  p.  113,  beginning  "In  the  long  run,  .  .  .",  becomes 
the  first  sentence  in  a  new  paragraph. 
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The  City  is  attempting  to  conserve  low-income  housing  in  the  South  of 
Market  area  through  its  Housing  Rehabilitation  Program  (CHRP).  The 
low-income  area  surrounding  YBC  has  been  designated  a  Neighborhood 
Improvement  Area  and  qualifies  for  assistance  under  the  program.  The 
program,  which  is  administered  by  the  Property  Conservation  Division,  has 
acquired  two  residential  hotels,  22  South  Park  and  102  South  Park  (both 
vacant).    It  has  also  acquired  a  six-unit  apartment  building,  670-674  Moss 
Street  (partially  vacant).    All  three  structures  were  acquired  through  the 
Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (TODCO)  and  their  ownership  has 
been  recently  transferred  to  the  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation. 
This  corporation  will  rehabilitate  (correct  building  code  deficiencies) 
and  operate  the  buildings  on  a  non-profit  basis  for  low-income  tenants. 
The  City-wide  commitment  has  been  $4  million  under  CHRP  for  1981-82;  an 
additional  $2  million  has  been  proposed  for  1983. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
allows  office  developers  to  rehabilitate  residential  hotels  as  a  means  of 
obtaining  housing  credits  to  mitigate  housing  market  impacts  of  office 
projects.    Vacant  residential  hotels  that  are  rehabilitated  and  are 
provided  for  low-income  tenants  entitle  office  developers  to  multiple 
housing  credits.    The  City's  Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development 
(OHCD),  which  administers  the  OHPP,  has  suggested  this  option  to  office 
developers,  but  no  residential  hotels  have  been  rehabilitated  under  OHPP 
to  date. /I/ 

OHCD,  in  conjunction  with  the  C 

the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  also  prov 

to  residential  hotel  owners.    The  Community  Housing  Rehabilitation 
Program,  funded  by  federal  block  grants,  secures  6%  interest,  10-year 
loans  to  correct  San  Francisco  Housing  Code  deficiencies  for  hotel 
owners.    The  South  of  Market  area,  including  the  area  west  of  YBC,  has 
been  targeted  under  the  program  as  a  Neighborhood  Strategy  Area.    At  least 
51%  of  the  hotel  rooms  must  be  occupied  by  permanent,  low-income  residents 
(defined  as  income  less  than  80%  of  median  income,  or  less  than  $17,000 
for  a  one-person  household  and  $19,500  for  a  two-person  household).  A 
similar  program  was  operated  by  the  state,  but  San  Francisco's  allocation 
has  been  exhausted;  its  funding  status  for  1983  is  uncertain. /2/ 

Footnotes 

/I/    Based  on  a  telephone  communication  with  James  Shea,  Housing 
Specialist,  Office  of  Housing  and  Community  Development,  September  1,  1982. 

HI  Based  on  a  telephone  communication  with  Cleo  Tarazi,  Rehabilitation 
Coordinator,  OHCD,  October  14,  1982. 


C&R-31 


•  XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Residents  and  Housing 

Costs  of  Residential  Hotel  Rehabilitation/Acquisition 

COMMENT  

"Portland,  Ore.  data  cited  is  out  of  date  and  not  applicable,  although  the 
cost-effectiveness  cited  is  still  valid.    Whereas  rehab  costs  may  run  from  a 
few  thousand  to  $10,000+  per  unit  (depending  on  seismic/structural  conditions 
which  vary  greatly  in  the  subarea),  the  cost  of  acquisition  of  hotels  0 
$10,000  -  $20,000  per  unit  is  certainly  relevant."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  sentence  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  113  of  the  EIR  is 
replaced  with  the  following:    "For  example,  published  costs  have  ranged 
from  a  residential  hotel  in  Portland,  Oregon  that  was  rehabilitated  for 
about  $570  per  unit  in  1978,  to  1981  residential  hotel  rehabilitation 
project  in  Seattle,  Washington  that  cost  about  $21,000  per  unit.  These 
costs  compare  favorably  with  the  $50,000  to  $100,000  per-unit-cost  of  U.S. 
Department  of  Housing  (HUD)  Section  8  substantial  Rehabilitation/New 
Construction  programs. /3/" 

Footnote  /3/  is  added  to  p.  121  of  the  EIR  as  follows: 

/3/  Brad  Paul,  "Rehabilitating  Residential  Hotels,"  National  Trust 
for  Historic  Preservation,  1981. 

Due  to  seismic  safety  and  particular  building  code  provisions  in 

San  Francisco,  the  rehabilitation  of  residential  hotels  may  cost  more  in 

the  City  than  in  other  cities.    Nonetheless,  rehabilitation  of  most 

residential  hotels  could  be  a  cost-effective  means  of  providing  low-income 

housing. 


Social  Impacts  on  Entire  South  of  Market  Community 
COMMENT 

"We  don't  feel  that  it  goes  far  enough.    We  were  led  to  believe  that  when  this 
draft  EIR  was  completed  that  it  would  do  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  impact  on 
the  total  South  of  Market  area,  which  would  include  the  low-income  people 
residing  in  the  area... the  degree  of  impact  is  not  adequately  addressed  in  the 
EIR."    (Gene  Coleman) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  paragraph  on  p.  51  of  the  EIR,  and  footnote  /2/  on  p.  64  describe 
those  areas  South  of  Market  most  likely  to  experience  indirect  economic 
effects  due  to  development  of  the  Main  Program  in  YBC,  and  why  those  area 
were  chosen  for  detailed  analysis.    Specific  effects  on  these  most 
vulnerable  areas  are  discussed  on  pp.  109-114  and  pp.  125-128.  Indirect 
economic  effects  on  the  rest  of  South  of  Market  are  discussed  generally  on 
pp.  113-115  of  the  EIR. 
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This  approach  is  in  keeping  with  CEQA's  Implementing  Guidelines, 
Section  15140(e),  which  states,  "The  EIR  should  discuss  environmental 
effects  in  proportion  to  their  severity  and  probability  of  occurrence." 


The  Lesbian  and  Gay  Community  West  of  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"The  Golden  Gate  Business  Association  has  approximately  650  members  comprised 
of  lesbian  and  gay  business  owners,  business  people  and  non-lesbian  and 
non-gay  friends  who  support  the  goals  of  our  organization,  to  wit,  better 
business  in  the  community.    A  good  number  of  our  members  and  friends  either 
live  or  do  business  in  the  area  reviewed  in  this  E.I.R..    We  are  of  the  firm 
belief  that  if  a  careful  study  of  this  area's  population  was  made  a 
significant  portion  of  those  doing  business  or  living  here  would  be  found  to 
be  either  lesbian  or  gay." 

"This  final  E.I.R.'s  lack  of  a  realistic  consideration  of  the  gay  and  lesbian 
presence  in  the  area  and  the  Report's  failure  to  define  the  project's  impact 
on  this,  and  other  communities,  brings  the  validity  and  thoroughness  of  this 
document  into  question." 

"I  am  interested  in  knowing  what  steps,  if  any,  will  be  made  to  determine  the 
lesbian  and  gay  presence  in  this  area;  what  the  impact  of  this  project  will  be 
on  this  community;  and,  what  steps,  if  any,  are  planned  to  mitigate  any 
negative  impact."    (Roger  S.  Gross) 

"I  believe  that  more  recent  information  would  show  that  there  is  a  much  larger 
group  of  single  males  now,  many  of  whom  are  much  younger  than  the  group  that 
was  measured  in  1970.    The  EIR  does  mention  on  page  69  that  according  to  the 
1970  census,  which  is  the  most  recent  data  that  they  use  is  that  the  largest 
population  South  of  Market  is  single  males.    Also  in  the  same  case  the  EIR 
mentions  that  gays,  transients  and  artists  are  three  groups  there  who  are 
difficult  to  quantify,  because  they  simply  weren't  census  categories.  The 
fact  that  those  three  groups  did  not  constitute  census  categories  in  1970 
shouldn't  mean  that  the  gay  group,  in  particular,  as  well  as  the  other  two, 
are  not  significant  groups  who  live  south  of  Market  and  who  operate  businesses 
south  of  Market. . .There  is  simply  no  discussion  on  the  impact  of  this 
community  which  is  a  substantial  community." 

"No  mitigations  [for  impacts  of  YBC  on  the  gay  community  in  the  area]  are 
discussed. " 

"It  [the  Project]  does  not  represent  anything  that  has  not  already  been 
planned  for  as  a  result  of  prior  demolition,  and  certainly  is  not  a  solution 
for  the  [housing]  demand  that  would  be  created  by  the  office  space  or  in  the 
change  in  price  of  the  housing  that  the  gays  now  occupy  South  of  Market 
Street." 

"There  are  over  a  hundred  fifty  gay  businesses  South  of  Market  Street.  There 
is  no  discussion  of  the  commercial  impacts  on  those  businesses."    (Walter  Park) 
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RESPONSE 

This  report  considers  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  economically 
disadvantaged  groups  without  regard  to  their  sexual  preference.    Gay-  or 
lesbian-owned  businesses  are  assumed  to  be  impacted  similarly  to  other 
businesses  of  the  same  size  and  offering  the  same  types  of  products  or 
services.    However,  businesses  offering  products  or  services  intended 
primarily  for  the  gay  community  might  have  more  difficulty  relocating  than 
other  businesses. 

The  presence  of  gay  and  lesbian  communities  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  is 
discussed  on  p.  69  of  the  EIR.    Although  no  formal  studies  have  been  done 
to  determine  the  size  of  these  cormiunit ies,  their  existence  in  the  area  is 
acknowledged. /I/    The  impacts  on  low-income  communities  west  of  YBC  are 
discussed  in  the  Land  Use  (pp.  109-115)  and  Social  Characteristics 
(pp.  125-128).    Any  members  of  the  gay  and  lesbian  coirmunity  west  of  YBC 
who  have  low  incomes  would  be  affected  similarly  to  other  low-income 
groups  in  the  area.    Any  middle-  or  upper-income  gays  or  lesbians  in  the 
area  could  be  burdened  by  increased  land  values  (although  probably  not 
displaced)  or  they  could  benefit  (particularly  if  they  are  property 
owners).    TTie  eighth  and  ninth  lines  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  26  of 
the  EIR  are  changed  to  specifically  list  all  of  the  area's  groups  which 
could  be  adversely  affected  by  increasing  land  values:  "...Current 
low-income  residents,  including  Filipino  families,  the  artist  community 
and  some  of  the  lesbian  and  gay  community,  who  could  be  unable  to  compete 
in  these  markets,  might  be  displaced."    Similarly,  the  last  sentence  of 
the  first  paragraph  on  p.  128  is  changed  to:    "...those  most  likely  to  a 
affected  are  low-income  Filipino  families,  and  low-income  members  of  the 
artist  and  lesbian  and  gay  communities,  residing  along..."    The  last 
sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  112  is  altered  to:  "Current 
low-income  residents,  primarily  Filipino  families,  as  well  as  artists, 
lesbians  and  gays,  who  may...."    The  first  full  sentence  on  p.  S-12  is 
revised  to  read:"    Current  residents,  primarily  Filipino  families,  and 
low-income  members  of  the  artist  and  lesbian  and  gay  communties,  could  be 
displaced. " 

The  Commentor  is  correct  in  noting  that  low-income  housing  proposed  for 
YBC  would  not  be  available  to  most  gays  living  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC. 
All  'affordable'  housing  proposed  for  YBC  is  for  low-income  elderly.  The 
Social  Characteristics  Impact  section  of  this  EIR  (p.  125-128)  addresses 
the  possible  displacement  effect  of  the  project. 

Footnote 

/I/  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  (SPUR),  June  1981,  South  of 
Market:    A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 
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Public  Art  and  the  Artist  Community  West  of  YBC 

COMMENT 

"It  would  also  be  useful  to  mention  the  role  of  public  art  work  and  what 
effect  Verba  Buena  Center  will  have  on  the  present  artist's  corrmunity  in  the 
vicinity."    (Meg  Madden) 

RESPONSE 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  allocation  of  1%  of  all 
construction  costs,  except  those  of  subsidized  housing,  to  public  art. 
The  public  art  work  in  YBC  has  not  yet  been  determined.    What  is  known  is 
that  art  work  would  be  a  part  of  the  "gardens"  uses  mentioned  on  p.  117  of 
the  EIR.    The  percentage  of  indoor  vs.  outdoor  public  art  is  not  known  at 
this  time.    How  much  of  the  public  art  contribution  would  be  solicited 
from  the  present  artists'  community  in  the  vicinity  is  also  not  yet  known. 

The  Main  Program  could  have  indirect  displacement  effects  on  economically 
disadvantaged  members  of  the  artist  community  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC 
similar  to  those  effects  on  other  economically  disadvantaged  groups. 
Changes  are  made  to  the  Social  Characteristics  Impacts  section  in  response 
to  comments  under  The  Lesbian  and  Gay  Community  West  of  YBC,  above,  to 
specifically  mention  possible  effects  on  the  artists'  community,  as  well. 


Severity  of  Indirect  Displacement  Effects 
COMMENT 

"Page  128,  the  first  paragraph.  How  can  it  be  correct  to  say  land  value 
increases  and  displacement  effects  west  of  YBC  will  be  modest.  The  case 
hasn't  been  proven  as  far  as  I  can  see."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  intent  of  the  paragraph  referred  to  is  that  the  ultimate  extent  of  the 
indirect  economic  effects  on  the  area  west  of  YBC  is  uncertain.    Based  on 
the  fact  that  the  western  edge  of  YBC  is  almost  completely  built  out  and 
that,  to  date,  there  is  little  evidence  of  real  estate  speculation  nearby, 
it  is  possible  that  effects  due  to  build-out  of  the  rest  of  YBC  might  be 
modest.    However,  the  paragraph  notes  that  completion  of  YBC  could  have 
land  value  stimulus  effects  very  different  from  those  of  buildings 
constructed  so  far.    The  first  paragraph  on  p.  128  is  rewritten  below  to 
discuss  the  two  possible  outcomes  and  their  associated  uncertainties  more 
clearly. 

The  ultimate  extent  of  indirect  economic  effects  due  to  the  Main 
Program,  its  variants  or  any  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  is 
speculative  and  cannot  be  projected  with  any  accuracy.    One  possible 
outcome,  based  on  the  continuation  of  existing  trends,  is  that  land 
value  increases  and^possible  displacement  effects  would  be  modest. 
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The  western  edge  of  YBC  has  been  almost  completely  built  out.  The 
rate  of  real  estate  transactions  nearby  has  remained  nearly  constant 
over  the  past  15  years  (see  Sales  Trends,  p.  56),  indicating  that 
little  real  estate  speculation  has  occurred.    Another  possible 
outcome,  however,  is  that  completion  of  YBC  would  have  a  greater  land 
value  stimulus  than  that  of  buildings  constructed  so  far.  The 
to-be-built  hotels,  office  space,  market-rate  dwelling  units  and 
"6ardens"-oriented  uses  proposed  for  the  Central  Blocks  would  likely 
attract  a  greater  number  of  affluent  users  than  the  predominantly 
subsidized  housing,  office  and  institutional  uses  of  the  Western 
Blocks.    Should  this  contribute  to  increasing  land  values  west  of  YBC 
at  an  accelerated  rate,  those  most  likely  to  be  affected  are 
low-income  Filipino  families,  as  well  as  low-income  members  of  the 
lesbian,  gay  and  artist  communities,  residing  along  small  side 
streets  between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.  and  between  Howard  and 
Harrison  Sts. 


Ability  of  Residents  West  of  YBC  to  Afford  Housing  in  YBC 
COMMENT 

"Clearly  it  must  be  stated  that  those  displaced  from  low-income  housing  in  the 
western  subarea  will  not  be  able  to  afford  the  'market-rate'  YBC  housing,  and 
that  families  displaced  cannot  utilize  the  subsidized  elderly  housing 
developed  in  YBC."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

As  discussed  on  pp.  109-115  and  pp.  125-128  of  the  EIR,  housing  would  not 
be  di rect ly  displaced  in  the  western  subarea  by  YBC  development.  YBC 
deve lopment ,  in  combination  with  cumulative  development  in  the  surrounding 
area,  could  indirectly  induce  investor  interest  in  the  area.  Such 
investment,  should  it  occur,  would  result  in  higher  housing  prices  and 
higher  rents.    Rents  in  this  area  may  currently  be  below  the  city-wide 
average  because  the  area  is  considered  "undesirable;"  the  area  and  certain 
residences  lack  amenities  that  are  generally  preferred  in  the  housing 
market,  and/or  certain  residences  do  not  meet  building  code  standards. 

The  following  paragraph  is  inserted  to  precede  the  first  full  paragraph  on 
p.  112  of  the  EIR: 

Housing  proposed  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  would  generally  not  be 
available  to  people  vulnerable  to  economic  displacement  from  the  area 
west  of  YBC.    Low-income  families  currently  residing  in  the  western 
sub-area  would  not  be  able  to  afford  market-rate  housing  within  YBC. 
People  who  do  not  meet  age-eligibility  requirements  cannot  reside  in 
subsidized  elderly  housing. 
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Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"The  mitigation  section  fails  to  recommend  a  realistic  means  of  providing 
protection  of  existing  South  of  Market  housing.    What  they  do  recommend  is 
legislation  that  somebody  passes  to  control  this.    I  contend  this  isn't  a  real 
mitigation  measure,  because  such  legislation  is  beyond  the  legal  capacity  of 
both  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  developer.    And  I  contend  that 
mitigation  must  be  something  the  proponents  of  the  project  can  actually  do." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"The  mitigation  measures  which  say  that  if  we  save  the  residential  hotels  on 
Sixth  Street,  that  would  provide  adequate  housing.    Well,  we  want  to  save 
those  residential  hotels  on  Sixth  Street,  but  that  would  not  provide 
housing."    (Gene  Coleman) 

"Page  222,  displacement  of  lower  income  groups  shouldn't  be  considered  an 
unavoidable  necessity.    There  could  be  mitigations  in  the  mitigation  section, 
if  the  developer  and  the  Agency  were  willing." 

"Page  109  through  150  seems  to  indicate  no  solution  is  available  to  low 
income,  even  low  moderate  income  people  in  YBC  area."    (Corrnii ssioner  Bierman) 

"It  is  outright  stated  or  at  least  alluded  to  that  the  present  population  in 
the  South  of  Market  will  be  removed  on  account  of  the  cumulative  and 
speculative  situation  that  will  be  caused  by  the  development. . .It  is  with 
virtually  no  mitigation  included  in  the  very  tiny  mitigation  section  in  the 
back  of  this  EIR  to  relocate  these  people  or  to  compensate  these  people,  where 
are  these  folks  going  to  go?... What  part  of  the  city  do  we  expect  these  folks 
to  go  to  and  what  is  going  to  be  the  impact  then?"    (Kay  Pachtner) 

RESPONSE 

The  extent  of  the  Main  Program's  indirect  economic  effects  is  largely 
speculative  (see  the  response  under  Severity  of  Indirect  Displacement 
Effects,  p.  C&R-35).    Indirect  displacement  of  low-income  residents  west 
of  YBC  is  by  no  means  certain  to  occur,  and  if  it  does,  may  occur  due  to 
land  value  forces  other  than  the  Main  Program  (see  discussion  in  the 
second  paragraph  on  p.  112  of  the  EIR).    Available  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  possible  indirect  displacement  effects  by  preserving  affordable 
housing  west  of  YBC  are  listed  on  pp.  207-208  of  the  EIR.    It  might  be 
impossible  to  mitigate  all  indirect  economic  effects  of  cumulative  growth 
in  the  area  completely. 

People  choosing  to  move  away  from  the  area  west  of  YBC  because  they  could 
no  longer  afford  to  live  there  would  be  likely  to  try  to  stay  in  the  South 
of  Market  area.    Choices  could  vary  widely  from  person  to  person,  however; 
lack  of  information  on  the  extent  of  indirect  displacement  and  on  1988 
housing  market  conditions  would  make  any  projections  of  trends  highly 
specul ati ve. 
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CEQA's  Implementing  Guidelines  allow  the  inclusion  of  mitigation  measures 
which  are  b^ond  the  jurisdiction  or  capacity  of  the  project  proponents  to 
implement,  or  which  may  be  infeasible  to  implement.    Section  15143(c)  of 
the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  states  that  all  mitigation  measures  which  could 
reasonably  be  expected  to  reduce  adverse  impacts  should  be  included  in  the 
EIR.    Responsibility  for  implementation  of  these  measures  is  then 
determined  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  during  the  approval  of 
any  land  disposition  and  development  agreement  (LDA)  for  any  project 
covered  in  this  EIR.    To  approve  an  LDA,  the  Commission  must  make  one  or 
more  of  the  following  findings  for  each  significant  adverse  impact 
identified  by  this  EIR,  accompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  facts  supporting 
each  finding  (State  CEQA  Guidelines,  Sections  15088a  and  15088b): 

1)  Changes  or  alterations  have  been  required  in,  or  incorporated 
into,  the  project  which  mitigate  or  avoid  the  significant 
enviromental  effects; 

2)  Such  changes  or  alterations  are  within  the  responsibility  and 
jurisdiction  of  another  public  agency,  and  have  been  or  can  and 
should  be  adopted  by  such  other  agency; 

3)  Specific  economic,  social,  or  other  considerations  make 
infeasible  the  mitigation  measures  or  project  alternatives  identified 
in  the  EIR. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  may  not  approve  the  LDA  unless  the 
significant  environmental  effects  have  been  reduced  to  an  acceptable 
level,  either  by  eliminating  or  substantially  reducing  them  by  use  of 
findings  #1  and  #2  above,  or  the  Commission  finds  the  effects  acceptable 
by  use  of  finding  #3  above  (State  CEQA  Guidelines,  Sections  15088d  and 
15088e).    If  the  Commission  approves  the  project  and,  by  the  use  of 
findings  #2  or  #3  above,  allows  the  occurrence  of  significant  effects 
which  are  not  mitigated,  it  must  make  a  statement  of  overriding 
considerations  giving  reasons  to  support  the  action  (State  CEQA 
Guidelines,  Section  15089b). 


Rezoning  Areas  West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Summary  page  17, ...  instead  of  R  district  or  residential  district,  there  could 
be  re-zoned  residential/commercial,  to  protect  housing  and  preserve  some 
commercial  development."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  Commentor  is  referring  to  the  mitigation  measure  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  p.  S-17,  and  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  207  (continuing  to 
p.  208),  which  recommends  rezoning  the  area  immediately  west  of  YBC  from 
C-3-4,  C-3-G,  C-3-S  and  M-1  to  an  R  (Residential)  district.    This  would 
act -to  preserve  housing  in  that  area.    However,  existing  neighborhood- 
serving  retail  commerical  uses  would  no  longer  be  permitted  uses  in  an 
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R  district.    Therefore,  the  first  sentence  of  this  mitigation  measure  on 
both  p.  S-17"and  p.  207  is  changed  to  read:    "Rezoning  the  area  west  of 
YBC  (between  Fifth  and  Seventh  Sts.)  from  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail),  C-3-G 
(Downtown  General  Commercial),  C-3-S  (Downtown  Support)  and  M-1  (Light 
Industrial)  to  an  RC  (Residential-Commercial)  district  would  preserve 
housing  and  ground-floor  neighborhood-serving  retail  commercial  uses  in 
the  area." 


Additional  Housing  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"We  have  come  up  with  some  possible  solutions  which  relate  to  rehabilitation 
of  housing  in  the  area  and  to  the  development  of  additional  housing  within  the 
site.    And  we  think  that  those  items  should  be  hopefully  addressed  in  the 
final  EIR  when  it  is  and  if  it  is  ever  completed."    (Gene  Coleman) 

RESPONSE 

Mr.  Coleman  was  called  by  the  report  preparers;  his  proposed  solutions  are 
listed  below/1/,  as  clarification  of  his  comment: 

1)  A  housing  fund,  specifically  designed  to  mitigate  the  indirect 
economic  effects  of  the  "Gardens,"  should  be  created.    The  fund 
should  be  supported  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  either  through  a 
development  fee,  or  from  the  "overage"  (what  the  developer  pays  in 
excess  of  what  the  land  actually  cost  the  Redevelopment  Agency). 
This  fund  should  receive  annual  contributions  to  support  both  the 
rehabilitation  of  existing  housing  in  the  area,  and  the  development 
of  new  housing.    The  fund  could  be  administered  by  a  community 
non-profit  organization,  but  the  South  of  Market  Alliance  would 
prefer  it  be  administered  either  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  or  by 
the  developer. 

2)  Subsidized  family  housing  should  be  developed  in  YBC.    Some  of 
the  proceeds  from  the  housing  fund  could  be  used  for  this. 

3)  All  temporary  and  permanent  jobs  should  be  offered  first  to  South 
of  Market  residents,  second  to  other  San  Franciscans,  and  third  to 
all  others. 

4)  A  "significant"  portion  of  all  YBC  business  [concessions]  should 
be  operated  by  South  of  Market  residents. 

5)  The  community-developed  recommendations  for  cultural  uses, 
contained  in  the  "Blue  Book,"  should  be  implemented  in  YBC. 

6)  All  development  for  the  roof  of  the  Convention  Center  should  be 
planned  to  facilitate  elderly  pedestrian  traffic.    The  elderly  in  the 
area  are  concerned  that  development  on  the  roof  of  the  Convention 
Center  will  "isolate"  them. 
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7)  Services,  such  as  a  childcare  center  and  an  elderly  support 
center,  should  be  provided  in  YBC. 

8)  The  Gold  Card  Program,  run  by  the  Commission  on  Aging,  should  be 
honored  by  all  YBC  businesses.    A  "Gold  Card"  entitles  its  holder  to 
a  10%  discount  from  participating  businesses.    The  South  of  Market 
Alliance  would  like  to  see  YBC  businesses  offering  a  30%  to  40% 
discount  to  Gold  Card  holders. 

9)  All  YBC  open  spaces  should  be  designed  to  permit  maximum  access 
by  the  elderly. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Coleman's  comments,  a  housing  fund  could  be  created  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency,  but  only  at  the  expense  of  other  public  benefits 
to  be  provided  by  the  Main  Program.    These  benefits,  listed  in  the 
response  to  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in  YBC  - 
Mitigation,  p.  C&R-63,  generally  include  pedestrian  plazas,  the  "Gardens" 
themselves,  cultural  uses  in  the  Central  Blocks  and  low  development 
density  on  CB-2  and  -3.    In  addition,  increasing  the  development  density 
throughout  the  Main  Program  to  provide  support  for  a  housing  fund  could 
work  against  the  very  purpose  of  the  housing  fund:    a  more  densely 
developed  YBC  could  have  greater  indirect  economic  effects  on  surrounding 
residential  areas  than  would  the  Main  Program  as  proposed.    More  workers, 
visitors,  etc.  in  YBC  could  provide  greater  impetus  for  local  neighborhood 
businesses  to  convert  to  serve  the  numerous  and  affluent  YBC  population; 
in  addition,  the  expansion  of  YBC  as  an  activity  center  could  attract  more 
people  and  businesses  to  locate  conveniently  nearby. 

One  possible  means  to  provide  additional  subsidized  housing  in  YBC,  which 
could  be  made  available  to  low-  and  moderate-income  families  (as  well  as 
other  household  groups),  without  also  greatly  increasing  YBC's  developed 
area,  would  be  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  issue  tax-exempt  mortgage 
revenue  bonds  to  finance  rental  housing  in  YBC.    Twenty  percent  of  these 
rental  units  would  have  to  be  made  available  to  households  with  incomes 
within  the  eligibility  limits  of  the  Federal  "Section  8"  Program  (as 
required  by  the  Mortgage  Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981). 
Redevelopment  Agency  use  of  this  approach  to  finance  affordable  rental 
housing  in  YBC  is  added  to  p.  207  of  the  EIR  as  a  mitigation  measure  (see 
Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-63). 

The  availability  of  YBC  jobs  to  South  of  Market  residents  could  act  to 
mitigate  possible  indirect  economic  effects  (land  value  or  rent  increases) 
induced  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  by  the  Main  Program.    Therefore,  the 
following  measures  are  added  after  the  first  mitigation  measure  on  p.  207 
to  read: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease 
agreements,  that  YBC  employers  set  up  an  equitable  program  to 
generally  give  preference  in  permanent  hiring  to  South  of  Market 
residents  first,  San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other 
applicants  third.    This  program  would  be  implemented  to  the  extent 
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that  it  would  not  conflict  with  constitutional  or  other  legal 
requirements,  such  as  Affirmative  Action,  or  commitments  such  as 
honoring  union  contracts. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to  set 
up  an  equitable  program  to  generally  give  preference  in  leasing 
concession  space  to  South  of  Market  residents  first,  other 
San  Francisco  residents  second,  and  all  other  applicants  third.  This 
would  be  implemented  to  the  extent  that  it  would  not  conflict  with 
constitutional  or  other  legal  requirements,  such  as  Affirmative 
Action,  or  commitments  such  as  honoring  union  contracts. 

As  described  in  the  response  under  Specification  of  Cultural  Uses, 
p.  C&R-3,  the  "Blue  Book"  (officially  entitled  "YBC  Cultural  Plan  Design 
Scenario,"  adopted  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  5, 
1981)  reflects  current  Redevelopment  Agency  policy  toward  development  of 
cultural  uses  in  YBC.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  in  the  process  of 
determining  a  package  of  specific  cultural  uses  to  occur  on  CB-1,  CB-2, 
CB-3  and  EB-2. 

Easy  pedestrian  access  is  among  the  major  design  objectives  for  the 
"Gardens"  portion  (CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program.    In  order 
to  insure  that  the  special  needs  of  the  elderly  are  also  taken  into 
account,  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  second 
measure  on  p.  213  of  the  EIR: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
design  their  projects  to  facilitate  access  by  the  elderly  and 
handicapped  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
Sections  33.01  and  17.11,  and  with  Title  24,  Section  2  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code,  where  otherwise  not  required  and 
wherever  feasible. 

Honoring  of  the  Commission  on  Aging's  Gold  Card  Program  would  contribute 
toward  making  services  in  YBC  available  to  its  low-income  elderly  and  to 
other  low-income  elderly  in  the  vicinity.    The  following  is  added  after 
the  first  mitigation  measure  on  p.  207: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring,  through  lease 
agreements,  that  YBC  businesses  consult  with  the  Commission  on  Aging, 
with  the  object  of  participating  in  the  Commission's  "Gold  Card" 
Program  to  the  extent  possible  and  feasible.    Holders  of  a  "Gold 
Card"  (low-income  elderly  meeting  Commission  on  Aging  Program 
requirements)  would  be  entitled  to  discounts  from  participating 
businesses. 

Footnote 

/I/  Gene  Coleman,  Executive  Director,  Canon  Kip  Community  Center, 
representing  the  South  of  Market  Alliance,  telephone  communication, 
September  14,  1982. 
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YBC  EMPLOYEE  HOUSING  DEMAND  AND  HOUSING  WITHIN  YBC 


Salability  of  Market  Rate  Housing  ~  

COMMENT 

"If  not  addressed  in  the  Setting  section,  the  current  'over-building'  (or  lack 
of  saleability)  of  market-rate  housing  in  the  City  should  be  noted,  qualifying 
the  extent  of  the  presumed  benefit  of  simply  increasing  the  City's  overall 
housing  stock  by  new  YBC  market-rate  housing."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  first  full 
paragraph  on  p.  114  of  the  EIR:    ";  the  reduction  in  the  demand  pressure 
due  to  the  increase  in  housing  supply  is  not  quantifiable." 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  114 
of  the  EIR: 

Due  to  the  current  economic  recession,  many  newly  built  and  converted 
condominium  projects  are  vacant.    The  "large"  number  of  unsold  units 
at  Opera  Plaza  was  noted  in  a  recent  residential  vacancy  report. /3a/ 
The  conditions  of  the  housing  market  in  1988,  when  YBC  would  be 
complete,  cannot  be  forecast  with  reasonable  accuracy.  Demand 
pressure  may  be  relieved  to  a  certain  extent  by  the  required 
development  of  housing  by  some  office  developers.    It  may  also  be 
limited  by  the  aff ordabi 1 i ty  of  the  market-rate  units  (see  Housing 
Affordabi lity,  p.  C&R-48  of  this  document). 

The  following  footnote  is  added  on  p.  121  of  the  EIR:    "/3a/  Federal  Home 
Loan  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  "San  Francisco  County  Housing  Vacancy  Survey," 
May  1982." 


Cumulative  Housing  Demand 
COMMENTS 

"In  that  project's  [333  California  Street]  housing  impact  analysis,  the 
following  topics  were  addressed  that  have  been  totally  omitted  from  the  Second 
Supplement,  and  which  were  never  addressed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  either: 

the  distribution  of  net  new  direct  and  secondary  employment's  housing 
demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project  throughout  the  several  counties 
of  the  metropolitan  area; 

the  affordabi lity  of  the  housing  produced  within  the  proposed  project 
compared  to  the  qualifying  incomes  of  the  proposed  projects's  direct  and 
secondary  net  new  employees/San  Francisco  households. 
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the  cumulative  housing  demand  generated  by  downtown  San  Francisco  office 
development,  both  in  San  Francisco  and  the  metropolitan  area,  including 
the  proposed  project's  component,  and  the  total  housing  demand  in  all 
subarea's  including  other  kinds  of  developments'  demand."    (David  Jones) 

"The  housing  analysis  contains  no  analysis  of: 

0     regional  housing  impacts  due  to  project  and  cumulative  development, 

0     secondary  housing  impacts  due  to  project  and  cumulative  development, 

0     housing  impacts  by  sector  (rental/owner,  and  lo/mod/market  rate)  due  to 
project  and  cumulative  development. 

"We  request  an  analysis  (quantitative)  in  all  of  these  areas,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  the  increased  demand  for  rental  units  in  the  City,  availability  of 
such  units,  and  displacement  impacts  in  the  rental  sector."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  this  document,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  compiled  a  list  of  cumulative  Downtown  San  Francisco 
office  development.    The  availability  of  this  new  information  (see 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  to  C-10)  has  made  it  possible  to  add  a 
cumulative  housing  analysis  to  the  EIR.    The  new  cumulative  housing 
section  presented  below,  therefore,  is  in  response  both  to  the  recent 
availability  of  the  City's  cumulative  development  lists  and  the  specific 
comments  quoted  above.    Housing  issues  raised  by  Commenters  are 
overlapping  and  interrelated.    To  facilitate  understanding  of  these 
complex  housing  issues,  several  comments  are  grouped  together  and  answered 
in  this  response.    The  following  topics  are  addressed  below: 
1)  Cumulative  Housing  Demand;  2)  Secondary  Housing  Demand;  and 
3)  Displacement  Implications  of  Cumulative  Housing  Demand. 

Issues  pertaining  to  housing  economics  need  not  be  a  component  of  a 
complete  EIR.    Analysis  of  environmental  effects  is  limited  by  the 
California  Enviromental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  to  physical  conditions;  see 
Sections  21060.5  and  21151  of  the  State  EIR  Guidelines,  as  amended  by 
Senate  Bill  803.    The  following  information  is  provided  under 
Section  15012(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  which  permits  the  lead 
agency  to  include  in  EIRs  economic  information  that  it  deems  appropriate. 

1 )  Cumulative  Housing  Demand 

The  following  is  added  after  the  last  paragraph  of  p.  133  of  the  EIR: 

Concerned  with  the  impacts  of  cumulative  office  development  on  the 
San  Francisco  housing  market,  the  Planning  Commission  has  recently 
been  requiring  office  developers  to  cause  housing  to  be  constructed 
in  the  City.    Downtown  projects  that  are  currently  (as  of  August  6, 
1982,  see  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10)  under  formal  review, 
approved,  and  under  construction  total  about  17.4  million  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  (including  Convention  Plaza,  Verba  Buena 
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West,  the  National  Maritime  Union  and  an  office  building  on  SB-1,  all 
within  YBC).    About  1.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  existing  office 
space  has  been  or  is  proposed  to  be  demolished  to  clear  the  sites  for 
these  office  developments.    This  results  in  a  net  addition  of 
16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  on  Downtown  San 
Francisco.    For  analysis  purposes,  the  16.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
net  new  space  is  used,  for  it  refers  to  the  amount  of  new 
construction  in  excess  of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of 
gross  square  feet  of  floor  space. 

Using  the  formula  contained  in  Appendix  C  of  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  Final  EIR  (i.e.,  15%  to  30%  of  new  employees  would  be  expected 
to  move  to  San  Francisco  and  each  household  would  be  occupied  by  1.4 
workers),  the  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  due  to  cumulative 
development  would  range  from  6,900  to  13,800  units.    Using  the 
formula  contained  in  "Office  /  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
Interim  Guidelines"  (i.e.,  40%  of  new  employees  would  be  expected  to 
reside  in  San  Francisco  and  each  household  would  be  occupied  by  1.8 
workers),  the  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  due  to  cumulative 
development  would  be  about  14,300  units.    Combining  the  results  of 
the  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  formula  and  the  OHPP  formula  yields  a 
cumulative  housing  demand  range  of  6,900  to  14,300  units.  The 
application  of  these  formulae  assume  that  the  formulae  reflect  the 
actual  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  and  all  projects  that  are 
under  formal  review,  approved,  and  under  construction  (see  Tables  C-8 
and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10)  would  be  fully  occupied. 

Using  the  101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  and  OHPP  formulae  together  to 
generate  one  combined  range  of  housing  demand,  the  demand  from  office 
projects  on  the  cumulative  list  plus  that  from  additional  proposed 
office  space  in  the  Main  Program  would  be  for  about  7,800  to 
16,100  units  in  San  Francisco  (see  Table  12A,  below).    Of  this  total, 
the  net  office  employment  growth  of  the  Main  Program  would  contribute 
a  demand  for  about  1,140  to  2,360  units  in  San  Francisco.  These 
impacts  on  the  housing  market  would  be  mitigated  to  a  certain  extent, 
because  office  developers  have  agreed  to  provide  housing  in 
compliance  with  City  Planning  Commission  project  approval  resolutions 
or  have  proposed  housing  on-site. 

As  shown  in  Table  12A,  cumulative  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco  is 
expected  to  continue  to  outstrip  net  housing  stock  growth  between 
1982  and  1990.    Main  Program  and  cumulative  office  development  would 
add  to  the  existing  jobs/housing  imbalance  in  San  Francisco.  Housing, 
demand  would  increase  in  an  already  tight  housing  market.    In  markets 
where  demand  outstrips  supply,  prices  can  be  expected  to  increase. 
The  Main  Program  and  Alternative  C  would  contribute  less  to  the 
jobs  /  housing  imbalance  than  would  Alternatives  A,  B,  or  D  (see  the 
Response  to  "TOOR"  Housing,  p.  C&R-56).    While  cumulative  office 
development  is  attracting  more  workers  to  the  City  and  resulting  in 
increased  demand  for  housing,  many  other  factors  affect  the  housing 
market.    The  current  slowdown  in  new  housing  construction  is  a 
national  problem  resulting  from  a  variety  of  economic  factors. 
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including  high  construction  costs  and  mortgage  interest  rates.  The 
demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  may  be  partly  attributable  to 
factors  that  are  independent  of  downtown  office  development, 
including  declining  household  size  and  immigration. 

Models  do  not  currently  exist  that  would  allow  the  housing  choices  of 
new  downtown  employees  to  be  reliably  quantified.    Using  certain 
assumptions,  however,  the  split  in  the  project-generated  housing 
demand  between  the  ownership  and  rental  housing  markets  can  be 
estimated.    Assuming  that  the  split  between  owner-  and 
renter-occupied  housing  would  be  the  same  for  project  workers  as  in 
the  1980  U.S.  Census  for  San  Francisco,  the  distribution  of  new 
households  generated  directly  by  the  Main  Program  would  be  between 
about  390  to  800  owner-occupied  (34%)  and  about  750  to  1,560 
renter-occupied  (66%).    This  assumption  implies  a  corollary 
assumption  that  project-generated  households  would  have  an  income 
distribution  and  encounter  housing  costs  similar  to  those  of  existing 
residents  in  the  City. 

Based  on  about  1.3  working  adults  per  household  in  surrounding  Bay 
Area  counties  (1980  U.S.  Census),  the  net  employment  growth  due  to 
the  Main  Program  would  generate  a  demand  for  approximately  1,470 
housing  units  on  the  Peninsula,  2,460  housing  units  in  the  East  Bay, 
and  980  housing  units  in  the  North  Bay  (see  Table  12A). 

2)  Secondary  Housing  Demand 

The  EIR  (p.  135)  discusses  the  impacts  of  direct  housing  demand,  because 
City  policy  regarding  mitigation  of  housing  demand,  as  defined  in  "Revised 
Interim  Guidelines  for  Administering  the  Housing  Requirement  Placed  on 
Office  Development  under  OHPP,"  Memorandum  by  Dean  Maoris,  December  7, 
1981,  relates  to  direct  housing  demand.    City  policy  does  not  require 
mitigation  of  secondary  housing  demand.    The  following  discussion  of 
secondary  housing  demand  is  added  to  p.  135  following  the  second  paragraph: 

The  extent  of  any  additional  housing  demand  resulting  from  secondary 
multipliers  would  be  based  on  a  regional  economic  model.    However,  a 
portion  of  the  secondary  employment  would  result  from  expenditures  in 
San  Francisco  by  employees  of  the  project.    Based  on  estimates 
contained  in  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  FEIR,  permanent  downtown 
employees  who  live  in  San  Francisco  would  each  support  an  additional 
0.6  jobs  in  San  Francisco,  while  each  non-resident  permanent  employee 
would  support  0.13  jobs  in  the  City. /8a/ 

Under  these  assumptions,  the  Main  Program  would  generate  the  need  for 
about  360  to  750  additional  housing  units  in  the  City. /8a/  The 
applicability  of  housing  formulas  to  secondary  employment,  as  is 
assumed  for  direct  office  employment,  cannot  be  substantiated  with 
available  data.    Not  all  persons  filling  these  jobs  would  necessarily 
move  to  the  City." 
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The  following  footnote  is  added  to  p.  138: 

/8a/  Basis  of  calculation:  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Cormi ssi on. 
Bank  of  America  Data  Center  FEIR,  certified  August  28,  1975, 
pp.  y^^-y^.    Assuming  that  40%  of  the  new  households  resulting  .from 
the  net  increase  in  office  employees  due  to  the  Main  Program  would 
reside  in  San  Francisco  and  60%  would  reside  in  other  Bay  Area 
counties,  then:    (10,600  X  40%  X  0.6)  +  (10,600  X  60%  X  0.13)  =  about 
3,370  secondary  jobs  in  San  Francisco.    Using  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  FEIR  and  OHPP  housing  formulae,  then  between  about  360 
L(3,3/0  X  .15)  /  1.4]  to  about  750  [(3,370  x  .4)  /  1.8]  housing  units 
would  be  demanded  in  San  Francisco  due  to  secondary  Main  Program 
employment. 

No  model  is  known  to  the  EIR  authors  that  would  allow  the  quantification 
of  cumulative  housing  demand  resulting  from  the  secondary  employment 
growth  due  to  cumulative  office  development.    Project-specific  secondary 
employment  estimates  are  based  on  an  input-output  model  of  the  regional 
economy  (see  the  Response  to  Job  Mult ipl ier,  p.  C&R-71).    This  model  is 
not  applicable  to  a  projection  of  regional  office  employment  growth, 
because  many  of  the  secondary  jobs  that  would  be  induced  by  a  specific 
project  may  be  contained  in  another  office  project  already  included  in  the 
cumulative  employment  projection.    The  input-output  secondary  employment 
projection  technique  is  based  on  a  model  of  the  regional  economy;  the 
model  does  not  have  the  capacity  to  project  the  locations  of  the  secondary 
jobs  within  the  region,  nor  to  project  the  residential  distribution  of 
secondary  job  holders. 

3)    Displacement  Implications  of  Cumulative  Demand 

Regarding  the  issue  of  displacement,  it  is  not  clear  from  available  data 
that  downtown  office  development  is  displacing  low-income  households  in 
the  City.    It  is  true  that  downtown  developments  are  attracting  more 
workers  to  San  Francisco  and  some  of  these  workers  are  choosing  to  live  in 
the  City.    However,  while  office  space  in  San  Francisco  increased  by  over 
14  million  gross  sq.  ft.  between  1970  and  1980,  the  number  of  San 
Francisco  residents  actually  declined.    Obviously,  many  factors  besides 
the  growth  of  office  space  affect  the  housing  market.    The  current 
slowdown  in  new  housing  construction  is  a  national  problem  resulting  from 
a  wide  variety  of  economic  factors,  including  high  construction  costs  and 
high  mortgage  interest  rates.    The  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco  may 
be  partly  attributable  to  immigration  that  is  independent  of  downtown 
office  development,  and  to  the  decline  in  average  household  size. 

A  recent  study  of  displacement  in  San  Francisco  found  no  evidence  of 
causal  relationship  between  office  development  and  displacement  of 
low-income  households.    Based  on  a  review  of  available  displacement 
information,  the  study,  "Displacement  in  San  Francisco"  (Berkeley  Planning 
Associates,  September  2,  1980)  concluded,  "None  of  these  sources  document 
definitely  whether,  where  or  how  displacement  is  taking  place." 
(Underscore  from  source).    The  study  noted  various  factors  which  imply 
displacement  is  taking  place  in  certain  neighborhoods,  including  the  fact 
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that  rents  are  rising  faster  than  incomes,  condominiums  and  residential 
hotels  are  feeing  converted,  and  levels  of  reinvestment  are  increasing  in 
certain  neighborhoods.    The  study  concluded  that  displacement,  ".  . 
.narrowly  defined  as  the  forced  relocation  of  a  household  by  circumstances 
beyond  its  control,  is  occurring  in  San  Francisco,  ...  in  a  general 
sense."    The  study  attributed  increased  demand  pressure  in  the  rental 
housing  market  as  a  primary  factor  influencing  displacement. 

According  to  "Clearinghouse  Review"  (National  Clearinghouse  for  Legal 
Services,  July  1981): 

Hypotheses  about  the  causes  of  displacement  include:    (a)  the  general 
deterioration  in  the  U.S.  economy,  which  leads  consumers  to  place  a 
premium  on  lower  cost  housing;  (b)  escalating  costs  of  new  suburban 
construction  as  a  result  of  rising  land  costs,  growth  controls, 
environmental  regulation,  rising  materials  and  labor  costs;  (c)  a  new 
anti-suburban  ideology  among  children  of  the  suburbs;  (d)  a  priority 
on  residences  close  to  work  centers  because  of  uncertainties  about 
the  availability  and  price  of  gasoline;  (e)  demographic  changes: 
more  singles  and  childless  families  whose  locational  preferences  are 
not  tied  to  the  location  of  good  (suburban)  schools;  and  (f) 
increasing  appreciation  of  the  architectural  qualities  of  older 
housing. 

Based  on  the  above  review  of  available  information,  it  seems  plausible 
that  many  factors  are  influencing  the  displacement  of  low-income 
households.    The  housing  demand  generated  by  the  project  may  indirectly 
affect  displacement  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  in  the  area  immediately 
west  of  YBC,  but  the  size  of  this  impact  cannot  be  projected.  These 
possible  impacts  have  been  mitigated  to  a  certain  extent  by  City  policies 
including  the  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  (330-81)  and  the  Rent 
Stabilization  Ordinance  (276-79),  as  discussed  on  pp.  112-113  and 
pp.  126-127  of  the  EIR,  as  well  as  by  the  Condominium  Conversion  Ordinance 
(337-79). 


Housing  Affordabi 1 ity 
COMMENTS 

"The  Draft  does  not  discuss  the  affordabi 1 ity  of  the  projects  proposed  market 
rate  housing  to  the  projects  workers.    Since  housing  mitigation  should  be 
tailored  to  the  needs  of  the  workers  generated,  and  since  the  EIR  claims  that 
market  rate  housing  will  mitigate  the  Main  Program's  housing  impact, 
discussion  of  the  affordabi 1 ity  of  the  market  rate  housing  and  the  workers 
needs  (rental/owner,  lo/mod/market  rate)  is  essential."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"[The  EIR]  contends  that  the  proposed  luxury  condos  will  provide  affordable 
housing  for  the  project's  office  and  retail  employees." 

"There  is  no  affordable  housing  in  this  project,  and  the  EIR  should  so  state." 
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"No  affordable  housing  is  included.    Instead,  luxury  condos  ...  are  proposed. 
They're  disguised  as,  quote,  'market  rate  housing.'    We  all  know  those  will  be 
luxury  condos."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

"It  is  assumed  that  the  new  office  workers  are  going  to  be  able  to  afford  the 
market  rate  housing  going  on.    And,  ...  you  know  I  think  even  your  previous 
EIR  on  this  development  gives  a  lie  to  that."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"I  would  like  to  reemphasize  on  page  133  that  based  on  what  I've  been  reading 
lately,  it's  impossible  for  a  hundred  percent  of  the  people  who  work  in  the 
downtown  area  to  afford  market  rate  housing,  and  so  I  think  that  all  that 
information  there  needs  to  be  looked  at  again,  and  it  would  be  good  to  have  a 
percentage  of,  based  on  our  planning  data,  what  percentage  of  the  workers 
downtown,  the  executives,  could  afford  the  market  rate  housing  that  is  being 
built  today."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

"The  Draft  Second  Supplement  is  brazenly  inadequate  in  this  category  of 
evaluation.    It  fails  to  such  a  degree  to  meet  the  analytical  standards  and 
methodology  now  in  regular  use  for  other  downtown  San  Francisco  commercial 
developments'  environmental  impact  reports  -  projects  much  smaller  in  absolute 
terms  and  with  commensurately  less  impact  than  Verba  Buena  Center  -  and  it 
resorts  to  such  transparent  sophistry  in  its  'double  counting'  of  housing 
units  produced  in  Verba  Buena,  that  a  knowledgeable  observer  cannot  easily 
forstall  a  conclusion  that  this  section  has  been  drafted  in  intentional  bad 
faith  with  the  precise  intent  of  misleading  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission,  as  well  as  the  general  public  as  to 
the  project's  true  housing  impacts." 

"Verba  Buena  is  a  huge  project;  the  methodology  of  housing  impact  analysis  has 
advanced  tremendously  at  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department  since  the 
adoption  of  the  FEIR  in  1978.    Failure  to  update  the  FEIR  in  this  Second 
Supplement  to  incorporate  this  new  information  and  analysis  constitutes  a 
clear  and  cynical  legal  inadequacy." 

"P. 114,  discussion  of  the  beneficial  impact  of  the  housing  proposed  to  be 
developed  in  VBC  needs  to  be  expanded  to  include  a  review  of  the  affordabi 1 ity 
of  that  housing."    (David  Jones) 

"We  need  data  on  the  cost  of  the  market  rate  units  talked  about  in  this  EIR. 
Are  they  all  condo  or  are  some  to  be  rental?    Approximate  costs  of  either  kind 
are  needed.    We  need  data  from  other  EIR's  on  estimated  salaries  of  downtown 
employees  and  their  housing  needs." 

"We  also  need  figures  of  costs  of  low  and  moderate  units.    And  who  of  the 
downtown  work  force  could  afford  them" 

"But  we  need  to  look  at  who  is  going  to  be  working  there  and  what  their  needs 
are." 
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"Page  133,  paragraph  2,  seems  misleading.    It's  saying  the  market  rate  housing 
the  Main  Program. will  be  affordable  by  most  of  the  office  workers.  Figures 
are  absolutely  missing  that  could  shed  light  on  it.    Our  Planning  Department 
experience  seems  to  indicate  most  office  workers  can't  afford  market  rate 
housing.    Please  consult  the  Planning  Department  EIR  data. 

"Page  136,  what  point  is  there  in  assuming  all  YBC  housing  would  be  available 
to  office  workers,  hence  no  unmet  need.    It's  very  speculative  and 
misleading."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Research  performed  in  housing  analyses  for  recent  San  Francisco  EIRs  has 
concentrated  on  downtown  office  workers.    Other  office  building  workers 
(e.g.  retail,  maintenance  and  security  employees)  and  hotel  workers  have 
been  exclude'd  from  housing  analyses,  because  many  such  jobs  are 
entry-level  or  moderate-income  and  available  to  existing  or  unemployed  San 
Francisco  workers,  and  because  City  policy  outlined  in  the  "Office/Housing 
Production  Program  Interim  Guidelines"  (January,  1982)  requires  project 
sponsors  to  mitigate  housing  impacts  based  on  the  amount  of  office  space, 
not  other  uses.    Most  data  available  on  residency  patterns,  incomes,  and 
other  information  needed  for  housing  analyses  are  most  directly  relevant 
for  office  workers  and  not  for  other  categories  of  new  employees. 

Housing  market  impacts  of  new  office  employees  are  discussed  in  Appendix  C 
prepared  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates,  Economists,  for  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  EIR  (EE  80.26,  certified  May  7,  1981),  which  is  hereby  incorporated 
by  reference  into  this  EIR,  pursuant  to  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines,  California  Administrative  Code,  Title  14,  Section 
15140.    It  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  Fifth  Floor.    Appendix  C  of  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  EIR  contains  estimates  of  how  many  new  office  employees  would 
generate  a  demand  for  housing  due  to  a  new  office  building  in  San 
Francisco  and  the  distribution  (by  county)  of  this  demand  (see  the 
Response  to  Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42,  for  a  discussion  of 
these  estimates).    Information  allowing  the  disaggregation  of  this  demand 
by  type  of  housing  (e.g.  ownership,  rental,  price  ranges)  is  not  contained 
in  this  report. 

A  study  entitled  "The  Feasibility  of  Performing  a  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity 
Analysis"  was  published  by  Questor  Associates  on  June  15,  1982.  This 
study  focuses  on  the  housing  impacts  of  downtown  office  developments.  It 
is  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this  EIR  that  the  findings  made  by  Questor 
Associates  regarding  new  office  employment  would  also  be  applicable  to 
other  types  of  new  employment  generation  in  YBC.    It  is  not  known  to  what 
extent  this  assumption  may  alter  the  validity  of  the  results  of  the 
Questor  Associates  report. 

A  substantiated  analysis  of  housing  affordabi 1 ity  would  require,  first, 
determining  the  number  of  households  generated  by  the  Main  Program.  Of 
this  number,  the  percentage  preferring  to  live  in  San  Francisco  would  have 
to  be  determined.    New  office  space  would  be  primarily  occupied  by 
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existing  San  Francisco  businesses  that  would  relocate;  most  new  workers 
would  be  alueady  employed  in  San  Francisco  (based  on  101  Montgomery  Street 
EIR ) .    Those  project  workers  transferring  from  another  place  of  employment 
within  the  City  would  not  generate  housing  demand  directly  attributable  to 
the  project.    Thus  projections  of  housing  demand  attributable  to  the 
project  must  subtract  workers  already  employed  in  San  Francisco.  The 
on-site  employment  growth  attributable  to  the  Main  Program  and  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  and  D  (excluding  existing  employees)  is  shown  below 
in  Table  11.    This  table  replaces  Table  11  on  p.  130  of  the  EIR. 

New  employment  growth  due  to  YBC  would  occur  throughout  San  Francisco  as 
new  jobs  are  created  in  older  buildings  by  firms  leasing  space  vacated  by 
businesses  moving  into  YBC.    As  tenants  for  the  project  are  not  known,  it 
is  impossible  to  predict  which  buildings  in  San  Francisco  would  be 
partially  vacated  by  businesses  moving  into  the  project  (and  which 
buildings  would  be  then  vacated  in  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  to  fill 
the  former  vacated  space,  etc.).    Some  of  this  space  may  be  occupied  by 
firms  that  are  new  to  San  Francisco  or  expanding  existing  firms;  these 
businesses  may  attract  new  workers  to  San  Francisco.    Employee  movements 
are  dynamic;  all  employees  new  to  the  City  attributable  to  the  project 
would  not  be  directly  employed  within  the  project.    For  the  above  reasons, 
the  employment  figures  in  Table  11  do  not  precisely  quantify  new  employees 
due  to  the  project.    These  figures  are  best  estimates  based  on  the 
available  information. 

The  projected  regional  distribution  of  project  employees  is  contained  in 
the  revised  Table  12A,  p.  C&R-45  (See  the  Response  to  Comments  under 
Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42).    Where  an  employee  will  live  is  the 
result  of  individual  decision-making.    Such  decisions  are  a  function  of 
location  preference  and  housing  economics.    Information  concerning  housing 
preferences  could  be  obtained  through  surveys  of  new  office  workers. 
Preference  information  is  complex,  involving  many  factors  such  as  number 
of  bedrooms,  type  of  neighborhood,  and  commute  distance  to  work. 

Assuming  that  the  number  of  new  employees  and  their  preferences  for 
housing  were  known,  the  most  critical  variable  affecting  the  housing 
af fordabi 1 ity  analysis  would  be  a  new  household's  ability  to  pay  for 
housing.    The  salary  of  new  workers  alone  is  insufficient  to  determine 
housing  af fordabi 1 ity;  the  total  income  of  all  members  of  a  new  worker's 
household  must  be  known.    A  variety  of  published  sources  give  salaries  for 
various  occupational  categories,  but  no  comprehensive  data  regarding  the 
distribution  of  household  income  among  office  workers  (or  any  other  group 
of  workers)  exist^!    City-wide  household  income  estimates  based  on  the  1980 
Census  will  be  available  in  1983,  but  this  data  source  will  not  reflect 
the  household  incomes  of  downtown  office  workers. 

The  ratio  of  housing  expenses  to  income,  according  to  the  "Office/Housing 
Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines,"  (January  1982)  are  30%  of 
household  income  for  rental  expenses  and  38%  of  household  income  for  home 
ownership  expenses.    The  down  payment  for  ownership  housing  may  be  assumed 
to  be  between  10%  and  20%  of  purchase  cost;  however,  a  household's  ability 
to  afford  a  down  payment  would  depend  on  household  assets  and  liabilities. 
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and  would  vary  widely  for  different  households.    Assumptions  regarding 
mortgage  interest  rates  must  also  be  made.    Considering  the  volatility  of 
interest  rates  in  recent  years,  an  affordabi 1 ity  analysis  based  on  current 
market  interest  rates  would  be  misleading  as  it  might  not  be  relevant  when 
the  project  is  completed  and  occupied. 


TABLE  11:    PROJECTED  INCREASE  IN 
RY  I  AND  IISF  IQRft 

PERMANENT 

ON-SITE  EMPLOYMENT 

A 

Use 

YBC  FEIR 
B 

ALTERNATIVES 

C 

D 

Main 
Proaram 

1      I     \J  ^  *  wilt 

Office                           25  300 

1 1 ,000 

4,800 

12,400 

10  600 

Retail  1,400 

700 

500 

700 

900 

Hotel  500 

700 

1 ,600 

Light  Industry  2,200 

700 

3,100 

Downtown  Support  300 

300 

300 

20,300 

Commercial  Entertainment  700 

500 

400 

Other*  10 

10 

20 

40 

TOTAL**  30,300 

13,200 

6,300 

36,500 

13,500 

*"Other"  includes  employees  generated  by  Exhibit/Ballroom,  Public 
Park/Plaza/Pedestrian  Concourse  and  Parking  uses. 

**Totals  may  not  add  due  to  rounding.  All  numbers  in  rows  (except  "Other") 
were  rounded  to  the  nearest  100. 


NOTE:    Existing  land  uses  and  employees  are  not  included  in  this  table.  These 
include  the  existing  convention  center,  institutional  uses,  offices,  retail, 
industrial,  downtown  support  and  parking.    Employees  per  sq.  ft.  estimate  may 
be  found  under  footnote  /2/,  p.  137  of  the  EIR. 
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Quantification  of  project  impacts  on  the  housing  market  is  not  possible 
based  on  available  published  information.    A  study  of  the  "Feasibility  of 
Performing  a  Housing  Aff ordabi 1 ity  Analysis"  by  Questor  Associates 
(June  15,  1982)  concluded  that  household  income  of  project  employees, 
distribution  of  housing  demand,  and  magnitude  of  new  demand  can  only  be 
accurately  determined  by  surveying  occupants  of  buildings  comparable  to  a 
project.    In  such  a  survey  it  is  frequently  difficult  to  identify  the 
"new"  employees,  and  to  get  survey  respondents  to  provide  personal 
financial  information.    The  study  states  that  without  such  detailed 
information,  "it  is  not  feasible  to  quantify  with  reasonable  accuracy  the 
housing  aff ordabi 1 ity  parameters  associated  with  new  office  construction." 

Based  on  available  data,  an  approximation  of  the  housing  af fordabi 1 ity 
analysis  for  office  workers  appears  in  Table  A.    Data  in  the  table  rely 
upon  published  sources  of  office  worker  incomes  (not  household  income), 
and  prices  of  housing  (without  regard  to  housing  availability).  No 
assumptions  are  made  regarding  the  distribution  of  individual  or 
household  incomes.    Assumptions  are  made  regarding  ratio  of  housing 
expenses  to  income,  mortgage  interest  rates,  and  down  payments.  Analysis 
based  on  these  data  and  assumptions  indicate  that  most  project  employees 
would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  in  San  Francisco,  although 
a  significant  minority,  depending  on  the  number  of  workers  per  household, 
would  be  able  to  do  so.    Most  office  employees,  except  the  lowest-paid 
clerical  employees  desiring  to  live  alone,  would  be  able  to  afford  rental 
housing  in  San  Francisco. 

This  analysis  would  similarly  hold  true  for  other  categories  of  workers 
at  YBC.    The  range  of  incomes  for  light  industrial  employees  would  vary 
widely  depending  on  the  type  of  industry.    For  example,  the  median  annual 
salary  in  the  San  Francisco  -  Oakland  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical 
Area    was  about  $12,000  for  apparel  and  textile  products  workers,  about 
$17,400  for  electrical  and  electronic  equipment  workers,  and  about 
$22,500  for  printing  and  publishing  employees,  as  of  August,  1981. /I/ 
The  median  income  of  retail  employees  was  about  $13,700  in  August 
1981. /I/    The  incomes  of  hotel,  downtown  support  and  commercial 
entertainment  employees  within  YBC  would  probably  be  similar  to  those  of 
retail  employees.    Using  this  range  of  incomes,  these  workers  could 
afford  between  about  $300  and  $560  per  month  for  rent  or  monthly  mortgage 
payments.    As  described  above,  this  range  would  be  rather  simplistic 
because  it  does  not  consider  the  incomes  of  other  household  members  nor 
household  circumstances. 

From  the  available  data,  office  employees  generally  have  higher  wages 
than  workers  generated  by  other  categories  of  land  uses  being 
contemplated  within  YBC.    It  seems  probable  that  non-office  YBC  employees 
would  be  less  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  than  would  office 
workers.    A  greater  proportion  of  non-office  employees  would  probably 
enter  the  rental  housing  market  than  would  office  employees. 


C&R-53 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
YBC  Employee  Housing  Demand 


TABLE  A; 


HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


Gross 

Maximum 

Annual  Income 

Affordable 

Per  Household 

Mont hi  V 

Housing  Cost  and  Type  of  Unit 

or 

Housina 

Monthly 

Per  Individual 

FxDPnd  i ture* 

Cost**      Type  of  Unit  (Price) 

$125 

V  a; 

240 

1  n  nnn 
1  u , uuu 

250 

267 

^^D  /  - 

Lcnbus  ricQ  1  an  Kent 

1  1 ,  ddu 

289 

9DQ 
coy  - 

oLUQio  Mpartments 

1  D ) UUU 

375 

1  0  ,  cUKJ 

455 

HOD  - 

rieuian  Kent,  mi  i  units 

500 

23,520 

588 

588  - 

Rent,  3+  Bedroom  Units 

25,000 

(b) 

625 

\J  L. 

27,300 

(c) 

683 

30,000 

(b) 

750 

35,000 

875 

40,000 

1,000 

40,880 

1,022 

1,022  - 

Lowest  House  Price  ($95,000) 

45,000 

1,125 

1,125  - 

Census  Median  Value  ($104,600) 

50,000 

1,250 

52,560 

(d) 

1,314 

55,000 

1,375 

65,080 

1,627 

1,627  - 

Median  House  Price  ($151,203) 

101,880 

2,547 

2,547  - 

Highest  House  Price  ($236,  750) 

300,000 

(d) 

7,500 

Source 


(el) 
(fl) 

(f2) 

(f3) 


(gi) 

(e2) 


(g2) 


*     The  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines  (January, 
1982)  define  affordable  housing  as  follows:    rental  expenses  not  exceeding 
30%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for  family  size;  and  home  ownership 
expenses  not  exceeding  38%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for  f ami ly 
size,  including  mortgage  payments,  property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or 
homwownership  association  dues.    For  the  purpose  of  this  table,  30%  of 
gross  monthly  income  is  used  to  calculate  housing  af f ordabl i 1 ity  for  both 
renters  and  owners.    For  owners  it  is  assumed  that  8%  of  gross  monthly 
income  would  cover  property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or  homeownership 
association  dues  and  other  related  expenses.    No  adjustment  has  been  made 
for  family  size  because  family  circumstances  vary  widely. 
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TABLE  A:    HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME  (Continued) 


**  Monthly  housing  costs  refer  to  rents  and  mortgage  payments  for  the 

housing  prices  shown  in  parentheses;  sources  of  rents  and  house 
prices  are  as  footnoted.    Monthly  costs  of  ownership  housing  were 
calculated  as  monthly  mortgage  expenses  assuming  20%  down  payment, 
30-year  mortgage,  and  16%  interest  rate,  not  including  insurance, 
property  taxes,  and  other  related  housing  costs. 

a.  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  March,  1982,  "Area  wage  survey  for 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland,  California  Metropolitan  Area."  $9,600 
was  the  mean  1980  income  of  inexperienced  file  clerks,  one  of  the 
lowest-paid  office  occupations  listed. 

b.  The  range  of  $25,000  to  $30,000  is  assumed  to  approximate  the  median 
annual  income  of  office  employees  (see  the  Bank  of  Canton  FEIR, 

EE  80.296,  certified  July  15,  1982). 

c.  The  $27,300  income  figure  was  derived  by  inflating  the  $16,300 
median  income  of  downtown  office  workers  from  the  1974  SPUR  survey 
through  December,  1981  by  67%  using  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
national  wage  information  for  nonsupervisory  finance,  insurance,  and 
real  estate  sector  employees  since  1974. 

d.  Montgomery-Washington  Building  FEIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28, 
1982.    The  median  salary  of  wage  earners  at  601  Montgomery  St.  was 
estimated  to  be  $52,560  and  the  highest  salary  for  corporate 
officers  $300,000,  according  to  a  1981  survey. 

e.  City  Planning  and  Information  Services,  "1980  Census  Information," 
March  1982:    1.  median  rent       2.  median  noncondomini um  housing 
value.    Rental  data  include  residential  hotels  whose  rent  levels  may 
be  substantially  lower  than  other  types  of  rental  dwellings  and  may 
therefore  have  and  effect  on  the  median  rent. 

f.  Department  of  City  Planning,  "Rent  Survey,"  1980.       Median  rents 
are  for: 

1.    studio  apartments  2.    all  units  3.    3+  bedrooms 

These  data  are  based  on  a  small  nonrandom  sample  of  newspaper  ads 
and  may  not  reflect  true  rental  costs. 

g.  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  "Multiple  Sales  Service,"  October 
5,  1981.    (Annual  data  on  housing  sales  prices  includes  all  homes 
listed  by  the  Board  of  Realtors  that  were  sold  from  February  11, 
1981  to  October  1,  1981  in  San  Francisco): 

1.    lowest  price  2.    median  price  3.    highest  price 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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The  RedevelcyDment  Agency  is  currently  negotiating  the  specific  designs  and 
details  of  the  proposed  YBC  Main  Program  with  Olympia  and  York. 
Information  regarding  the  types  and  prices  of  the  proposed  market-rate 
housing  is  not  available  for  public  release.    In  order  to  provide  an 
approximate  understanding  of  the  housing  that  would  be  provided  in  YBC, 
information  was  obtained  about  Opera  Plaza,  a  recent  market-rate  housing 
development  facilitated  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    It  is  not  known  to 
what  extent  the  market-rate  housing  in  YBC  would  be  comparable  to  Opera 
Plaza. 

The  information  regarding  Opera  Plaza  is  provided  here  for  general 
informational  purposes  and  is  not  intended  to  represent  an  actual 
description  of  the  proposed  market-rate  units  in  YBC.    Such  information  is 
not  currently  available. 

Opera  Plaza,  located  at  629  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  currently  has  about  100 
vacant  condominium  units  out  of  a  total  of  about  450  units.    These  units 
range  in  price  from  $109,000  for  a  studio  to  $145,000  for  a  one-bedroom 
unit,  to  $229,000  for  a  two-bedroom  unit.    Financing  is  available  to 
qualified  buyers  through  private  lending  institutions  for  mortgages  with 
9-1/8  percent  fixed-rate  interest,  a  30-year  repayment  period,  and  15 
percent  downpayment  for  first-time  buyers. /2/    Using  this  information, 
monthly  mortgage  payments  for  studio,  one-bedroom  and  two-bedroom  units 
would  be  about  $750,  $1,000,  and  $1,580,  respectively.    Allowing  30 
percent  of  gross  income  for  mortgage  expenses,  minimum  annual  household 
income  would  be  about  $30,200,  $40,100,  and  $63,400,  respectively,  in 
order  to  afford  the  three  types  of  units  at  Opera  Plaza.    Should  similarly 
priced  units  and  financing  arrangements  be  available  after  YBC 
development,  most  project  employees  in  single  wage  earner  households  would 
not  be  able  to  afford  the  market-rate  condominiums.    Depending  on  their 
incomes,  a  larger  proportion  of  households  with  two  or  more  wage  earners 
would  be  able  to  afford  similar  condominiums 

Footnotes 

/I/    California  Employment  Development  Department,  "California  Labor 
Market  Bulletin,  Statistical  Supplement,"  August  1981. 

HI    Jean  Serman,  Opera  Plaza  Sales  Representative,  telephone 
communication,  August  19,  1982. 


"TOOR"  Housing 
COMMENTS 

"This  section  of  the  Supplement  includes  as  one  basic  premise  a  grave 
falsehood:    the  development  of  the  remaining  'TOOR'  housing  (which  is  properly 
discussed  in  the  Housing  and  Business  Relocation  section  of  this  Supplement 
and  the  FEIR)  is  here  treated  as  an  'offset'  to  the  housing  demand  generated 
by  the  project's  proposed  office  development. 
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"In  fact,  this  remaining  subsidized  elderly  housing  (here  shown  as  365  units, 
including  the  soon-to-be-completed  Woolf  House  II),  AS  IS  WELL  KNOWN  BY  ALL 
CONCERNED,  was,  is,  and  always  has  been  intended  to  replace  in  part  the 
housing  demolished  for  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project,  as  agreed  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  in  the  Settlement  Agreement  of  1973  resovling  "TOOR  vs. 
HUD,  SFRA,  et  al."    Therefore  it  is  patently  fraudlent  and  deceptive  to 
attempt  to  'count'  these  units  a  second  time  in  any  other  context  as  meeting 
any  identified  demand  except  as  replacement  of  those  former  units. 

"As  a  matter  of  legal  accuracy,  all  mention  of  these  subsidized  units  must  be 
stricken  from  this  section  of  the  Supplement  and  Table  12.    Any  mention  of 
these  units  in  the  discussion  of  the  Office  Housing  Production  Program  would 
have  to  note  that  they  could  only  be  counted  if  the  developers  of  the  proposed 
office  development  should  'cause'  them  'to  be  built',  which  is  not  now 
proposed.    Since  Woolf  House  II  is  already  financed,  this  is  not  possible  for 
that  project.    For  the  remaining  two  sites,  present  cost  information  would 
show  an  equity  contribution  of  more  than  $10  million  would  be  required  to  meet 
such  a  requirement.    These  facts  must  either  be  stated  truely,  or  all  such 
discussion  must  be  stricken. 

"Other  commentors  may  wish  to  comment  further  on  the  shortcomings  of  this 
section.    However,  if  our  demand  for  changes  is  not  satisfactorily  met  we  must 
necessarily,  though  against  our  sincere  desire,  refer  this  matter  to  our  legal 
counsel  for  appropriate  subsequent  action.    The  "TOOR  Agreement"  cannot  be 
perverted  to  other  false  purposes."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

"On  page  103  ...it  gives  us  the  number  of  market  rate  dwellings  that  are  going 
to  go  in  under  these  plans,  two-to-one  market  rate  to  subsidized  housing.  But 
that's  only  if  you  count  those  dwellings  that  came  about  from  the  lawsuits 
that  were  filed  ten  years  ago.    And  I  don't  think  it's  fair.    That's  not 
cricket  to  include  those  units  as  mitigation  or  as  even  any  part  of  this 
discussion  about  what  the  environmental  impact  of  this  development  coming  up 
is."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"The  EIR  claims  that  subsidized  housing  in  the  Main  Program  would  help  to 
mitigate  the  projects  housing  impact.    How  much  of  this  subsidized  housing  was 
actually  required  to  mitigate  the  displacement  impacts  caused  by  YBC 
demolition  of  the  neighborhood?    Any  housing  developed  to  mitigate  dislocation 
impacts  cannot  be  considered  to  also  mitigate  demand  due  to  future  office 
workers."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"Obviously  subsidized  elderly  housing  cannot  be  identified  as  a  housing 
resource  for  these  households  due  to  both  income  and  age  limits  on  such 
rental s. " 

"As  to  the  'double  counting'  of  the  remaining  'TOOR'  housing  to  be  developed, 
anyone  with  an  ounce  of  sense  must  recognize  if  it  were  relocation  housing  in 
the  FEIR,  as  was  so  stated,  it  cannot  now  be  converted  to  units  supposed  to 
meet  the  demand  of  new  development.    In  order  to  take  that  perspective,  one 
would  first  have  to  consider  the  net  balance  of  housing  demolished  for  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  project  since  its  inception,  versus  the  total  relocation 
housing,  however  defined,  produced.    This  balance  would  certainly  be  a 
negative  figure  (more  destroyed  than  built). 
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"Thus,  to  be  consistent,  not  only  would  the  total  housing  demand  of  the  YBC 
project  include  that  demand  created  by  the  project's  direct  and  secondary  net 
new  employment  household  growth,  but  also  the  negative  net  balance  of 
demolished  vs.  relocation  housing. 

"In  any  event  Table  12  on  page  134  of  the  Second  Supplement  is  absolutely 
bogus  as  it  stands."    (David  Jones) 

RESPONSE 

In  1970,  Tenants  and  Owners  in  Opposition  to  Redevelopment  (TOOR)  filed  an 
action  in  the  U.S.  District  Court  against  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD 
relating  to  the  displacement  and  relocation  of  persons  living  within  the 
YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    On  July  19,  1973,  a  final  order  and 
judgment  was  entered  dismissing  the  complaint  with  prejudice  and  approving 
a  settlement  agreement  dated  May  15,  1973.    Under  that  agreement  the 
Agency  agreed  to  provide  four  additional  housing  sites  in  or  adjacent  to 
YBC  and  re-affirmed  its  commitment  to  provide  1500  new  or  rehabilitated 
low-income  housing  units  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The 
agreement  also  established  procedures  for  the  relocation  of  remaining 
project  residents  (YBC  FEIR,  p.  7). 

By  1977,  1,660  low-income  housing  units  had  been  provided  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  within  San  Francisco,  either  through  renovation  or 
new  construction  (see  Table  5,  p.  85  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  complete  list 
of  these  units).    Completion  of  the  900  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly 
on  four  YBC  "^ites  will  fulfill  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  remaining 
obligation  under  the  "TOOR"  agreement. 

The  "TOOR"  housing  in  YBC  is  intended  to  replenish  low-income  housing 
stock  in  the  area;  it  has  not  been  reserved  just  for  YBC  displacees.  It 
is  available  to  anyone  meeting  the  age  and  income  requirements.  The 
housing  impact  calculations  are  revised  below,  however,  to  completely 
exclude  the  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly,  because  (as  is  noted  in  the 
second  full  paragraph  on  p.  133  of  the  EIR)  few  office  workers,  if  any, 
would  be  eligible  for  the  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  in  YBC. 

Table  12  on  p.  134  of  the  EIR  is  changed  as  shown  below  to  exclude  the 
"TOOR"  housing.    The  first  two  full  paragraphs  on  p.  133  of  the  EIR  are 
replaced  with  the  following: 

Two  formulae  are  currently  available  to  project  the  San  Francisco 
housing  demand  of  Downtown  San  Francisco  office  employees.    These  two 
formulae  are  based  on  two  separate  studies,  which  although  presenting 
differing  results,  are  generally  attributed  equal  validity.  Since 
little  other  information  is  available  to  independently  verify  either 
study,  both  are  used  below  to  generate  a  possible  range  of  San 
Francisco  housing  demand  due  to  new  San  Francisco  office 
development.    Expressing  the  housing  demand  as  a  possible  range  of 
demand  is  an  attempt  to  incorporate  some  of  the  uncertainty  of  the 
^  analysis  into  the  analysis  itself. 
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The  formula  developed  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates,  and  contained  in 
Appendix  C  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street  Final  EIR  /6/  estimates  that 
15%  to  30%  of  new  San  Francisco  office  employees  would  be  expected  to 
move  to  San  Francisco,  and  that  each  of  these  households  would 
contain  an  average  of  1.4  San  Francisco  workers.    The  Main  Program 
would  provide  about  10,600  new  office  jobs  (this  estimate  does  not 
include  jobs  in  existing  office  space  in  YBC);  application  of  the 
101  Montgomery  Street  FEIR  formula  results  in  a  projected  San 
Francisco  housing  demand  range  of  about  1,130  to  2,260  units. 

The  formula  contained  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  "Office  / 
Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines"  11 1  estimates 
that  40%  of  new  San  Francisco  office  employees  would  choose  to  move 
to  San  Francisco,  and  that  each  of  these  households  would  contain  an 
average  of  1.8  San  Francisco  workers.    The  projected  Main  Program 
office  worker  housing  demand  based  on  the  OHPP  formula  would  be  for 
2,360  units. 

The  results  of  both  formulae  are  shown  in  Table  12,  under  "Demand  for 
Dwelling  Units."    Combining  the  results  of  the  101  Montgomery  Street 
FEIR  formula  and  the  OHPP  formula  yields  a  Main  Program  San  Francisco 
housing  demand  range  of  about  1,130  units  to  2,360  units.    As  shown 
in  Table  12,  the  Main  Program  would  supply  1,970  markt-rate  units, 
which  is  within  the  estimated  demand  range.    Therefore,  the  Main 
Program  might  or  might  not  include  enough  housing  to  fill  its  office 
workers'  San  Francisco  housing  demand.    The  uncertainty  of  the 
analysis  does  not  allow  a  definite  conclusion  in  this  case.    Were  the 
Main  Program  to  have  841  fewer  dwelling  units,  it  would  not  have 
enough  units  to  satisfy  the  projected  minimum  San  Francisco  housing 
demand  of  its  office  workers.    However,  were  the  Main  Program  to 
include  an  additional  391  dwelling  units,  it  would  have  more  than 
enough  to  meet  the  projected  maximum  San  Francisco  housing  demand  of 
its  office  workers. 

(It  should  be  noted  that  this  calculation  is  also  sensitive  to 
varying  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  Main  Program.    For  example, 
provision  of  250,000  more  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  Main 
Program  would  result  in  a  combined  housing  demand  range  of  about 
1,490  to  3,110  San  Francisco  units.    If  all  500  units  of  Main  Program 
housing  on  CB-1  were  eliminated  in  conjunction  with  this  office  space 
increase,  the  total  number  of  YBC  housing  units  would  be  20  units 
less  than  the  projected  minimum  housing  demand.) 

Table  12  indicates  that  none  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  would 
supply  more  housing  than  their  maximum  projected  office  worker 
housing  demand.    Only  Alternative  C  and  the  Main  Program  would  supply 
enough  housing  to  exceed  their  minimum  housing  demand.    Alternative  C 
would  be  more  likely  than  the  Main  Program  to  meet  its  housing 
demand,  because  it  would  need  only  71  more  units  to  exceed  its 
maximum  projected  San  Francisco  housing  demand  (versus  391  more  units 
for  the  Main  Program). 
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TABLE  12:         PROJECTED  HOUSING  DEMAND  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  OF  TO-BE-BUILT  YBC 
OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT* 


YBC  FEIR  ALTERNATIVES 
 B  C  


MAIN 
PROGRAM 


Demand  for 
Dwelling  Units 

101  Montgomery  FEIR** 


2,710  to      1,200  to       520  to    1,320  to  1,130  to 

5,420  2,350         1,040        2,650  2,260 


OHPP*** 


5,620 


2,440 


1,070 


2,760 


2,360 


Proposed 
Market  Rate 
Dwel 1 ings 


Units 


50 


650 


1,000 


1,970 


Excess 
Demand**** 


101  Montgomery 
FEIR  (units) 


2,660  to 
5,370 


520  to 
1,700 


0  to  1,320  to 
40  2,650 


0  to 
290 


OHPP  (units)*** 


5,570 


1,790 


70 


2,760 


390 


*    Existing  office  space  and  housing  in  YBC  are  not  included  in  the 
calculation  of  excess  housing  demand,  because  it  is  assumed  that  existing 
office  workers  have  housing  and  that  existing  housing  is  meeting  an  existing 
demand.    The  office  space  and  housing  listed  as  "existing"  in  Table  1,  p.  32 
has  been  subtracted,  therefore,  from  the  land  use  totals  in  Table  2,  p.  35  for 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  and  the  Main  Program.    The  remaining  office  space 
proposed  or  under  construction  is  included  in  the  housing  demand  calculation. 
Proposed  and  existing  subsidized  housing  units  within  YBC  resulting  from 
"TOOR"  vs.  HUD,  SFRA,  et  al."  1973  settlement  agreement  are  excluded  from  this 
analysis. 

**  This  formula  assumes  that  15%  to  30%  of  office  employees  would  move  to  San 
Francisco,  and  that  there  would  be  an  average  of  1.4  Downtown  workers  in  each 
San  Francisco  household  that  contains  Downtown  workers.    These  projections  are 
based  on  research  done  by  Recht  Hausrath  Associates  for  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  FEIR  (EE  80.26,  State  Clearinghouse  No.  80122308),  May  7,  1981. 
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TABLE  12  continued 


***  This  formula  assumes  that  40%  of  office  employees  would  reside  in  San 
Francisco  and  1.8  workers  would  occupy  each  household.    This  demand  formula  is 
contained  in  "Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines," 
Department  of  City  Planning,  January  22,  1982.    The  demand  formula  is 
expressed  in  terms  of  housing  units.    OHPP  entitles  developers  to  one  housing 
"credit"  for  each  bedroom  provided.    Developer  accumulation  of  a  certain 
number  of  housing  "credits"  can  satisfy  OHPP  requirements,  although  it  may  not 
completely  mitigate  the  projected  housing  demand.    The  analysis  in  the  table 
above  uses  the  demand  formula  from  OHPP  only.    A  calculation  of  developer 
"credits"  was  not  performed,  primarily  because  it  is  not  known  how  many 
bedrooms  would  be  provided  in  each  proposed  Main  Program  dwelling  unit. 
Therefore,  compliance  with  the  OHPP  guidelines  cannot  be  determined  based  on 
the  numbers  presented  above. 

★★★★  These  figures  are  "demand"  minus  total  units  proposed  (all  market-rate 
units).    The  "excess  demand"  is  presented  as  a  range,  because  the  estimating 
method  used  to  generate  "demand"  produces  a  range  (see  **).    If  the  lower 
number  in  the  "excess  demand"  range  is  greater  than  zero,  then  housing  demand 
cannot  be  satisfied  in  YBC.    If  the  lower  end  of  the  range  is  zero  and  the 
upper  end  greater  than  zero,  then  housing  demand  may  or  may  not  be  satisfied 
within  YBC.    Excess  demand  calculations  were  made  without  considering  the 
af f ordabi 1 ity  of  the  proposed  units  for  projected  employees. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


The  subsection  entitled  "City  Policy  /7/  Housing  Requirements"  on  p.  135 
of  the  EIR  is  deleted.  The  subsection  entitled  "Variants,"  contained  on 
pp.  135-136  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

Including  Variant  A,  the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Off ice-and-Retai 1 
Variant  for  CB-1,  in  the  Main  Program  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
housing  in  the  Main  Program  (by  300  market-rate  units),  while 
increasing  the  amount  of  office  space  (by  400,000  sq.  ft.).  Using 
the  two  housing  demand  formulae  described  above  and  shown  in 
Table  12,  the  total  San  Francisco  demand  range  of  Variant  A's  office 
workers  would  be  for  about  1,300  units  to  about  2,720  units  (this 
demand  includes  that  from  CB-1  plus  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program). 
This  variant  would  supply  a  total  of  1,670  market-rate  units  (on 
CB-1  plus  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program),  which  would  be  within  the 
projected  demeand  range,  although  exceeding  the  projected  minimum 
demand  by  only  370  units. 


C&R-61 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
YBC  Employee  Housing  Demand 

Including  Variant  B,  the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1,  in  the  Main 
Program  would  not  change  the  units  demanded  by  the  Main  Program  as 
proposed,  but  would  reduce  proposed  on-site  market-rate  housing  by 
500  dwelling  units.    The  resulting  total  of  1,470  market-rate  units 
for  all  of  YBC  would  be  within  the  projected  housing  demand  range 
(1,130  units  to  2,360  units),  but  by  only  340  units. 

Including  Variant  C,  the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2,  would  not  affect 
the  housing  demand,  and  would  increase  the  amount  of  market-rate 
housing  in  YBC  by  300  dwelling  units  to  2,270  dwelling  units. 
Similar  to  Variants  A  and  B  and  the  Main  Program,  Variant  C's 
housing  supply  would  be  within  the  projected  combined  demand  range 
of  1,130  units  to  2,360  units.    However,  Variant  C's  supply  would 
exceed  the  projected  minimum  demand  by  a  greater  number  of  units, 
about  1,140  units,  while  providing  within  about  90  units  of  the 
projected  maximum  demand. 

Variant  D,  the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant  for  EB-2, 
would  reduce  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  Main  Program  by 
400,000  sq.  ft.,  to  a  total  of  3,672,000  sq.  ft.,  and  would  increase 
the  supply  of  market-rate  housing  in  YBC  by  400  units  to 
2,370  units.    The  reduction  in  office  space  would  result  in  a  total 
YBC  housing  demand  range  of  about  960  units  to  1,910  units. 
Variant  D,  therefore,  would  supply  more  San  Francisco  housing  units 
(about  460  units  more)  than  its  projected  maximum  office-worker 
demand.    Of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  the  Main  Program  and  the 
variants,  it  would  be  the  only  set  of  uses  for  YBC  to  do  so. 


Owner  Occupancy  of  Market-Rate  Units  -  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"Page  209,  Paragraph  2.    Purchasers  of  market-rate  condominium  units  should 
not  be  required  to  occupy  the  units  for  at  least  one  year  after  the  date  of 
purchase.    It  is  unclear  to  us  which  specific  impacts  this  particular 
mitigation  measure  is  designed  to  ameliorate.    In  addition,  this  measure  could 
significantly  limit  our  ability  to  market  and  finance  the  project." 
(Joseph  Madonna) 

"Page  209,  Redevelopment  Agency  could  require  that  sales  agreements  would 
disallow  use  of  units  for  time  share,  assuring  permanent  residents  would 
occupy  the  housing  that's  going  to  be  built."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  mitigation  measure  referred  to  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  209  is 
designed  to  increase  the  actual  housing  stock  available  to  permanent  San 
Francisco  residents.    Corporations  sometimes  buy  market-rate  condominiums 
for  use  by  traveling  executives.    Utilizing  YBC  housing  stock  as 
transient  executive  hotels  or  for  time-sharing  would  defeat  the 
Redevelopment  Agency's  objective  of  providing  new  permanent  housing  to 
City  residents. 
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In  order  to  have  the  second  mitigation  measure  on  p.  209  more  directly 
mitigate  the  impacts  it  is  intended  to  mitigate,  this  measure  is  revised 
as  follows: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  sales 
agreements  of  all  market-rate  housing  units  proposed  for  YBC  to 
specify  that  the  purchasers  must  agree  not  to  participate  in 
time-share  ownership  of  the  unit,  as  well  as  agree  to  occupy  the 
units  for  at  least  one  year  after  purchase. 


Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in  YBC  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Regarding  the  feasibility  of  additional  subsidized  housing  units: 
Please  analyze  the  alternative  use  of  the  funds  which  are  proposed  to  be 
directed  to  the  creation  of  the  200,000  square  foot  'major  museum'.  Consider 
a  scenario  wherein  all  of  the  development  costs  which  would  have  gone  towards 
the  'major  museum'  construction  (and  operation)  would  be  used  to  subsidiz"e" 
housing  (changing  market  rate  units  to  subsidized  units)  instead,  and  block 
t\i-Z  would  have  200,000  square  feet  less  development.    This  would  result  in  a 
small  reduction  in  the  project's  impacts  and  create  housing  mitigation  of  much 
more  value  than  market  rate  housing.    I.e.,  how  much  would  the  cultural  center 
cost?    And  how  many  additional  subsidized  units  would  that  amount  of  money 
generate?"    (Carl  Imparato) 

"...I  too  share  the  joint  commissioners'  concern  and  the  public's  concern 
about  the  lack  of  low  and  moderate  rate  housing  in  the  environmental  impact 
study."    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

"Analyze  a  range  of  subsidized  housing  units,  i.e.,  900  to  some  higher  number 
of  dwelling  units."    (Commissioner  Blomquist) 

"I  am  very  concerned  that  there  seems  to  be  no  low-  and  middle- income  housing 
provided  for  in  this  project."    (Commissioner  Klein) 

"[The  EIR]  fails  to  recommend  substitution  of  affordable  housing  for  the 
proposed  luxury  condos  as  a  means  of  providing  living  space  for  the  project's 
employees. " 

"It  fails  to  recommend  substitution  of  affordable  housing,  truly  affordable 
housing  for  the  middle  class  and  middle  income  and  lower  income  people,  in 
lieu  of  the  proposed  luxury  condos,  as  a  means  of  providing  living  space  for 
the  project's  employees."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

"The  two-to-one  ratio  of  market  rate  housing  to  subsidized  housing,  it  seems 
to  me,  is  preposterous.  ...There  is  the  possibility  of  building  affordable 
housing  in  the  southern  blocks  and  in  the  eastern  blocks,  and  I  think  you 
ought  to  take  another  look  at  that."    (Jack  Morrison) 
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"Require  market-rate  housing  developers  t|o  write  down  the  cost  or  rents  of  20% 
of  the  housing  miits  to  moderate-incom^eMevels  (in  YBC)."    (John  Elberling) 

"Since  the  housing  impacts  section  of  the  Second  Supplement  is  in  gross  error, 
the  omission  of  mitigation  perpetuates  and  exacerbates  this  error.  Such 
mitigation  is  readily  identifiable:  as  noted  in  the  1978  FEIR,  the 
recommendations  of  the  'Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Verba  Buena  Center' 
included  the  recommendation  that  '300  units  of  subsidized  family  housing  be 
included  within  the  project  area'  (recommendation  #9,  page  18  of  the  FEIR 
Appendix).    To  date,  no  action  has  been  taken  on  this  recommendation." 

"The  production  of  said  300  units,  whether  within  the  boundaries  of  YBC  or  the 
South  of  Market's  concentration  of  family  housing  noted  in  the  Second 
Supplement,  must  be  included  as  mitigation  of  the  proposed  project  at  this 
time. 

"The  1978  YBC  FEIR  and  the  1981  First  Supplement  both  omitted  any  Housing 
Impacts  Mitigation!    Now  the  DFEIRS2  also  omits  any  mitigationll  Presumably 
this  is  based  on  both  the  inadequate  analysis  of  the  full  regional  extent  of 
the  proposed  project's  housing  impacts,  its  housing  aff ordabi 1 ity  impacts,  and 
its  cumulative  housing  demand  impacts  in  conjunction  with  other  proposed 
downtown  San  Francisco  development,  as  well  as  the  'double  counting'  of  the 
YBC  relocation  housing." 

"Alternatively,  the  mitigation  would  be  the  required  production  of  housing  by 
all  YBC  project  developers  as  per  the  City  Planning  Commission  'OHPP'  cited  in 
the  Second  Supplement.    As  noted  above,  the  Supplement's  calculation  and 
application  of  the  'OHPP'  formula  to  the  proposed  project  are  totally 
erroneous."    (David  Jones) 

"The  subsidized  units  in  the  Major  Program  do  not  satisfy  the  need  for  housing 
mitigation,  since  they  are  already  counted  as  mitigation  for  housing 
displacement  due  to  the  YBC  project's  destruction  of  existing  housing. 
Additional  mitigation  should  be  required,  and  that  mitigation  should  match  the 
economic  profiles  of  the  project-generated  employees.    Therefore,  the 
appropriate  number  of  proposed  market-rate  units  should  be  brought  down  in 
cost  by  subsidies  from  the  developer,  and  an  appropriate  number  of  units 
should  be  developed  as  rental  units  with  affordable  rents.    Developers  should 
be  required  by  the  Agency  to  fully  mitigate  all  housing  impacts  on  a 
sector-by-sector  basis  (rental/owner,  lo/mod/market  rate)."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"ABAC'S  city  counci Imembers  and  county  supervisors  support  expansion  of  the 
housing  supply  in  areas  easily  accessible  to  major  job  centers  to  lessen  the 
imbalance  between  jobs  and  housing,  reduce  transportation  commute  loads  and 
impacts  on  air  quality  and  alleviate  upward  pressures  on  housing  prices  in  the 
Bay  Area.    They  urge  that  cities  with  job  growth  in  excess  of  past  housing 
growth  accept  responsibility  for  providing  more  housing  at  price  ranges  and 
levels  affordable  to  workers  coming  to  these  new  jobs." 

"The  Proposed  Main  Program  will  result  in  1970  market-rate  and  900  subsidized 
dwelling  units.    ABAC  staff  members  support  this  program  as  it  provides  the 
highest  number  of  housing  units  of  any  of  the  alternative  programs.  We 
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continue  to  be  concerned,  however,  about  ithe  di spl ace^-ent  of  area  residents. 
Staff  rT>erbers  support  the  neasures  listed  on  pages  S-15  and  17  in  way  of 
mitigation  of  this  proble-"."    (^!ichael  A.  Visconti) 


RESPONSE 


The  Mayor's  Select  Corrrrittee  on  Verba  Buera  Center  drew  up  a  list  of  17 
recommendations  for  YBC  on  August  31,  1976;  these  are  listed  on  pp.  17-19 
of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    Reconrendat ion  No.  10  (not  9,  as  referred  to 
by  the  Co— e"tcr}  ca'  'ed  for  t^^e  construction  of  300  subsidized  fanily 
housing  units  within  the  YBC  Redevelop'^ent  Project  Area.    Construction  of 
these  units,  in  addition  to  SSS  subsidized  units  for  t^e  elderly,  was 
analyzed  as  part  of  -Iternatives  B  and  C  in  the  ^SC  FEIR.    The  300 
subsidized  f ar.i  ly  u^its  were  not  included  in  the  Vain  .Program  (which  has 
maintained  the  cofT~^t~£'"t  to  900  subsidized  units  for  the  elderly,  in 
compliance  with  the  "TOOR"  settl e-^ent) ,  because  funding  available  for 
subsidized  farily  housing  under  the  Federal  Section  8  progran^  has  been 
greatly  reduced  frorr  1977-78  levels. 

■PtiFlic  funding  for  additional  subsidized  units  in  YBC  is  not  TS''ad4Jjc^__^ 
available.    The  Redevelcp^nt  Agency  could,  however,  isssue  tax-exen^t"**^ 
mortgage  revenue  bonds  to  provide  additional  affordable  rental  housing  in 
YBC.    The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  first  reasure 
onj,  207  of  Jho 

The  Redeveloprrent  Agency  would  consider  issuing  tax-exempt  mortgage 
revenue  bonds  to  finance  rental  housing  development  in  YBC.    If  this 
type  of  financing  were  successful,  under  Federal  law  (Mortgage 
Subsidy  Revenue  Bond  Tax  Act  of  1981)  20%  of  the  rental  units  would 
have  to  be  ^ade  available  to  households  which  have  incomes  within 
the  eligibility  limits  of  the  Federal  'Section  8'  Program. 

One  of  the  Ccmnentcrs  above  has  suggested  trading  sorne  of  the  Main 
Prog^a'^  proposed  benefits  for  additional  s;^zsidized  housing.  For 
example,  he  reconrends  that  funds  used  to  subsidize  the  proposed  "^ajor 
museum  for  EB-2  be  used  instead  to  subsidize  housing.    The  200,000 
square-foot  major  museum  under  consideration  for  EB-2  would  probably  be 
built  and  supported  as  other  -^useu-^s  in  the  City  are,  primarily  through 
private  contributions.    There  currently  is  '"■o  indication  that  any  funds 
to  build  or  operate  the  museum  would  cc-e  from  Olympia  and  York  (0  &  Y). 
Elimination  of  the  puseum,  therefore,  would  '^ot  make  funds  available  to 
subsidize  housing. 

Other  public  benefits  included  in  the  "Gardens"  portion  of  the  Main 
Program  would  be:    1)  pedestrian  plazas  (totalling  roughly  170,000  sq. 
ft.  connecting  Market  St.  with  the  Convention  Center;  2)  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  public  "Gardens"  (total lirg  roughly  255,^00  sq.  ft.); 
3)  construction  of  space  for  cultural  uses,  such  as  exhibit  space  and  a 
performing  theatre  (totalling  a  maximum  of  140,000  sq.  ft.)  (see  the 
response  under  Scecif icat ion  of  Cultu'-a'  '.'ses,  p.  C&R-3);  4)  construction 
of  space  for  a-use'e^'t/recreat ion/  e^tertai r-ent  uses  (totalling  roughly 
255,000  sq.  ft.);  a^d  5}  a  development  density  on  CB-2  and  -3  below  that 
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allowed  by  the  City  Planning  Code  ("Represented  by  Alternative  D  in 
Table  2,  p.  35  of  the  EIR).    Since  provision  of  the  benefits  listed  above 
is  among  ttie  major  objectives  of  the  YBC  project/1/,  elimination  of  these 
for  provision  of  other  benefits,  such  as  subsidized  housing,  has  not  been 
considered  as  part  of  the  Main  Program.    It  should  be  noted,  however,  the 
YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  B  and  C  both  included  1,188  subsidized  dwelling 
units,  288  more  than  proposed  under  the  Main  Program.    The  environmental 
analysis  of  these  two  Alternatives  has  been  incorporated  into  this 
Supplement  by  reference. 

Calculations  presented  in  response  to  the  "TOOR"  Housing  comments, 
p.  C&R-56,  indicate  that  the  Main  Program  housing  supply,  without 
including  the  subsidized  units,  would  be  within  the  projected  San 
Francisco  housing  demand  range  of  its  office  workers.    The  aff ordabi 1 ity 
of  the  Main  Program's  market-rate  units  is  addressed  in  response  to 
Housing  Aff ordabi 1 ity,  p.  C&R-48.    City-wide  cumulative  housing  demand  is 
addressed  under  Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42.    These  responses 
note  the  difficulty  in  quantifying  the  project  impacts  in  these 
categories.    However,  the  additional  mitigation  measure  listed  above  is 
added  to  the  text  with  the  intention  of  at  least  partially  addressing  the 
City's  need  for  affordable  housing. 


Footnote: 


/I/  The  Redevelopment  Agency's  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ)  (April, 
1980)  lists  its  four  major  objectives  for  development  of  YBC's  Central 
Blocks  on  p.  18.    Objective  4  states: 

The  Agency  desires  that  the  Superblock  to  the  south--Parcel  2--and 
the  rooftop  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center--Parcel  3--accommodate 
low  density  development  in  a  landscaped  setting  of  high  amenities, 
including  mature  landscaping,  street  furniture,  fountains,  gazebos, 
and  comparable  features. 

The  objective  is  to  achieve  an  'urban  garden,'  to  create  something 
uniquely  San  Francisco  with  uses  that  could  include  fairs, 
children's  theaters,  markets,  shops  and  a  variety  of  other 
activities;  to  have  places  for  people  to  dine,  relax  and  enjoy  the 
City  in  a  casual  atmosphere  in  a  garden  setting. 

It  is  expected  that  the  open  space  on  this  block  will  be  designed 
with  extensive  landscaping  and  also  developed  to  accommodate  large 
public  gatherings.    The  character  of  the  open  space  should  be 
park-like  and  established  with  the  use  of  large  trees,  plants  and 
flowers. 
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Citywide  Specialty  Retail 
COMMENTS 

"The  other  concern  that  I  have  that  the  development  of  a  large  retail  area 
South  of  Market,  without  analyzing  its  impact  on  the  rest  of  the  retail  market 
in  San  Francisco,  might  prove  to  be  a  diffusion  of  effort  which  may  not  be 
sustained  by  the  future  growth  of  tourism."    (Commissioner  Klein) 

"On  August  10th,  1981,  the  [Fisherman's  Wharf  Merchants]  Association  submitted 
numerous  questions,  which  you  have  undoubtedly  in  your  file,  to  the  agency  on 
the  issue  of  the  significant  overriding  concerns  allegedly  justifying  the 
finding  of  significant  adverse  impact... and  they  have  not  been  answered.  The 
questions  pertain  to  the  expected  economic  impact  of  this  project  upon  other 
commercial  areas  in  the  city.    The  questions  are  critical  to  the  economic 
analysis  which  this  agency  would  use  as  justification  on  the  record  for  a 
finding  of  an  overriding  concern,  justifying  the  significant  adverse  impact 
which  is  of  record.    Such  a  justification  should  have  been  either  in  the  EIR 
or,  if  you  want  to  be  technical  about  it,  not  in  the  EIR,  but  in  an 
accompanying  document  simultaneously  submitted  with  the  EIR." 
(Darrell  Solomon) 

"Today  the  'Main  Program'  of  the  EIR  outlines  a  Commercial  Entertainment  and 
Retail  component  totaling  a  maximum  of  751,000  square  feet.    That  amount  to 
nine  times  the  size  of  The  Cannery.    It  is  the  largest  mass  of  retail 
development  ever  proposed  for  San  Francisco. 

"Unlike  most  American  cities,  San  Francisco  has  a  commercial  fabric  which  is 
healthy  and  vibrant.    The  avenues,  the  wharf,  downtown.  Union  Street,  the 
Castro  and  other  parts  of  The  City  are  alive  with  fine  shops  and  eating 
places.    Most  of  these  areas  are  currently  experiencing  a  slump  in  business 
which  is  largely  attributed  to  the  decline  with  tourism.    A  massive,  overbuilt 
retail  development  in  the  heart  of  the  convention  center  could  have  a 
devastating  impact  on  the  established,  flourishing  retail  areas  of  San 
Francisco.    The  following  pages  raise  many  questions  which  must  be  answered  in 
order  to  avoid  a  catastrophe." 

"No  attempt  has  been  made  to  update  or  to  expand  upon  the  economic  impacts 
relative  to  specialty  retail  in  the  latest  EIR  Report.    In  the  latest  EIR,  the 
'Main  Program'  (whose  'variants  consist  of  a  series  of  uses  and  square 
footages  ...  which  represent  a  reasonable  estimate  of  a  development  program 
likely  to  emerge  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center')  provides  for  a  maximum  floor 
space  of  255,000  square  feet  for  Commercial  Entertainment  and  496,000  square 
feet  for  Conmerci al  Retail.    Since  this  is  the  scale  and  mix  of  what  should  be 
expected  at  YBC,  the  EIR  can  be  more  specific  on  assessing  the  impacts." 

"Estimate  the  Commercial  Retail  and  Commercial  Entertainment  gross  revenues  at 
YBC  for  the  first  five  years  of  operation." 
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"Calculate  expenditures  at  YBC  by  class  as  follows: 
Tourist 

Convention  delegate  — — 

Non-convention  business  traveler 
Employee,  non-resident 
Non-San  Francisco  resident 
San  Francisco  resident" 

"Calculate  the  impact  of  the  YBC  development  on  existing  centers  of  commerce 
such  as  the  financial  district,  the  northern  waterfront  and  the  Civic  Center." 

"As  the  data  [an  update  of  the  Wi 1 1 i ams-Kuebelbeck  Report]  indicates,  the  rate 
of  growth  in  the  convention  and  visitor  industry  has  leveled  off  significantly 
during  the  last  five  years.    It  must  be  assumed  that  this  trend  will  continue 
throughout  most  of  the  1980  decade. 

"The  EIR  was  based  on  favorable  market  conditions  and  optimistic  assumptions, 
extrapolated  from  trends  which  seemed  strong  at  the  time.    In  order  to  be 
accurate,  the  EIR  must  address  todays  market  conditions.    The  EIR  must  raise 
its  basic  market  assumptions." 

"Based  upon  the  update  of  the  Wi lliams-Kuebelbeck  Report,  San  Francisco 
currently  has  an  over-supply  of  retail  and  restaurants.    In  addition,  the 
current  economic  crisis  exacerbates  a  negative  business  cycle.    Businesses  in 
Union  Square,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Union  Street  and  other  areas  of  the  City  are 
suffering.    Planning  and  construction  of  a  number  of  other  developments 
continue,  such  as  Neiman-Marcus,  the  Ferry  Building,  the  Fifth  and  Market/J.C. 
Penney  Building  Project,  Crocker  Plaza,  Opera  Plaza,  and  the  South  of 
Market/Southern  Pacific  Project.    There  is  a  saturation  point.    The  dangers  of 
over-building  are  great." 

"What  is  the  aggregate  retail  and  restaurant  expenditure  likely  to  be  for  the 
balance  of  the  decade  in  San  Francisco? 

"Forecast  the  future  supply  for  specialty  retail  facilities,  e.g.  YBC,  Ferry 
Building."    (Fisherman's  Wharf  Merchants  Association) 

RESPONSE 

Market  feasibility  and  market  impact  studies  are  beyond  what  is  legally 
required  by  CEQA  for  environmental  analysis  (State  CEQA  Guidelines, 
Sections  21060.5  and  21151,  as  amended  by  Senate  Bill  803).    However,  in  . 
recognition  of  the  concerns  expressed  in  the  comments  above,  the  following 
is  added  at  the  end  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  128. 

Construction  of  the  Main  Program,  particularly  its  hotels,  cultural 
uses,  amusement/recreation/entertainment  uses,  specialty 
retai 1-commercai 1  uses,  and  the  "Gardens",  all  within  one  or  two 
blocks  of  the  George  Moscone  Convention  Center  (on  CB-3),  would  make 
YBC  a  major  tourist  and  visitor  center  in  San  Francisco.  If 
successfully  conceived  and  operated,  establishment  of  YBC  as  a  major 
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tourist  and  visitor  center  could  attract  additional  visitors 
(conventioneers)  to  San  Francisco  and  encourage  them  to  stay  longer 
and  bring  their  spouses,  thus  benefitting  existing  tourist  areas  such 
as  Fisherman's  Wharf,  Union  Square,  Pier  39,  Chinatown,  Ghirardelli 
Square  and  the  Embarcadero  Center.    If  YBC  retail  and  entertainment 
uses  are  only  partially  successful,  and  additional  tourists  are  not 
attracted  to  the  City,  then  the  additional  space  could  have  a 
negative  economic  impact  on  established  retail  areas.    In  this  case, 
the  convenience  of  YBC's  specialty  retail  to  the  convention  center 
and  the  Downtown  Hotel  District  could  attract  existing  visitors  who 
might  otherwise  explore  other  retail  areas,  without  attracting 
additional  visitors  to  the  City.    YBC  could  thus  emerge  as  a 
competetive  influence  in  the  overall  City  pattern  of  attraction  to 
visitors. 

Specific  economic  information  and  detailed  plans  for  the  Main  Program  will 
be  made  available  to  the  public  prior  to  the  hearings  on  the  proposed  land 
disposition  and  development  agreement(s)  (LDA's).    It  should  be  noted  that 
uses  in  the  Main  Program  and  the  variants  are  maximums  designed  to  insure 
full  environmental  evaluation.    It  is  unlikely,  for  example,  that  the  LDA 
for  the  Central  Blocks  will  contain  the  magnitude  of  retail  commercial 
square  footage  indicated  in  the  Main  Program  (shown  in  Tables  1  and  2, 
pp.  32-37  of  the  EIR).    The  public  hearing  on  the  LDA  for  the  Central 
Blocks  portion  of  the  Main  Program  is  now  expected  sometime  in  1983. 


Light  Industrial  Jobs 
COMMENTS 

"The  Main  Program  proposes  a  significant  reduction  on  light  industrial  uses. 
Because  the  City's  unemployment  is  primarly  in  the  blue-collar  and  unskilled 
sectors,  light  industrial  uses  are  precisely  those  uses  which  should  be 
stressed,  as  real  job  producers  for  City  residents  (as  opposed  to  office  uses, 
for  which  only  5-10%  of  new  jobs  go  to  existing  San  Francisco  residents).  We 
request  an  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  reduction  in  light 
industrial  uses  in  the  Main  Program  vis-a-vis  Alternatives  A  and  D  (which 
would  produce  1900  to  2800  more  blue-collar  jobs). 

"The  Main  Program  proposes  a  decrease  in  light  industrial  uses.  In 
recognition  of  the  City's  need  for  blue  collar  jobs,  in  recognition  of  the 
Program's  impact  on  reduction  of  the  economic  viability  of  future  industrial 
uses  in  the  South  of  Market  area,  and  in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  only 
5-10%  of  new  office  jobs  are  filled  by  existing  San  Francisco  residents, 
employment  mitigation  should  be  required.    The  Agency  should  require 
developers  to  commit  funds  to  the  development  and  operation  of  (privately  or 
publicly  sponsored)  job-skills  development  programs  for  San  Francisco 
residents. " 
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"For  this  purpose,  we  also  request  an  analysis  of  the  City's  unemployed  labor 
pool  skills,  previous  occupations,  numbers,  etc.    The  1970  Census  made  these 
numbers  available.    If  1980  Census  figures  or  current  figures  from  the  State 
are  not  yet  available,  please  estimate  unemployment  in  various  job  categories 
(white  collar/blue  collar,  skilled/unskilled)  by  updating/extrapolating  the 
1970  Census  figures  on  the  basis  of  reasonable  assumptions."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  Main  Program  proposes  to  retain  existing  light  industrial  space  within 
YBC;  it  does  not  propose  a  decrease  in  industrial  land  uses.    However,  the 
Main  Program  would  have  fewer  light  industrial  jobs  than  would  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A,  C,  and  D,  which  would  bring  2,200,  700,  and  3,l0U  new 
industrial  jobs,  respectively,  to  YBC  (see  Response  to  Housing 
Aff ordabi 1 ity.  Table  11,  p.  C&R-52).    These  projections  assume  that  500 
sq.  ft.  of  industrial  space  would  generate  one  full-time  job  (YBC  FEIR, 
p.  29)  and  that  the  space  would  be  100%  leased  and  occupied  by  industrial 
tenants . 

As  stated  on  p.  114  of  the  EIR,  "some  conversions  of  manufacturing  and 
light  industrial  space  west  of  YBC  may  occur,  because  these  parcels  could 
yield  greater  economic  returns  if  converted  to  more  intensive  land  uses." 
This  trend  away  from  industrial  land  uses  has  been  occurring  and  would 
probably  continue  to  occur,  regardless  of  the  type  of  development  in  YBC. 
The  Main  Program  or  its  Variants  would  not  directly  reduce  "the  economic 
viability  of  future  industrial  uses  in  the  South  of  Market  area." 
Development  in  YBC  would,  as  described  on  pp.  109-115  of  the  EIR,  improve 
the  general  attactiveness  of  the  area,  which  could  thereby  increase  the 
likelihood  of  commercial  and  residential  investment  in  the  area.  This 
indirect  impact  of  development  might  accelerate  the  existing  trend  of 
declining  industrial  land  uses  in  the  area. 

1980  Census  data  on  employment  and  income  will  not  be  available  until 
1983.    The  1970  Census  data  mentioned  in  the  comment  contain  a  breakdown 
of  the  occupational  categories  of  employed  workers.    Neither  the  Census 
nor  the  California  Employment  Development  Department  (EDD),  publish  data 
on  unemployed  workers  by  occupational  category  or  industrial  sector 
(Jud  Newman,  Research  Analyst,  California  EDD,  telephone  communication, 
July  28,  1982). 

The  Main  Program  would  provide  employment  opportunities  for  unemployed  and 
underemployed  city  residents.    In  addition,  the  hotel,  retail-commercial, 
entertainment,  recreation,  cultural,  convention  center  and  public  park  or 
plaza  uses  would  all  have  employment  opportunities  for  the  unskilled  and  - 
semi-skilled  worker.    Although  no  new  light  industrial  uses  are  proposed, 
all  existing  light  industrial  uses  in  YBC  are  intended  to  remain. 
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Job  MuUipl  ier 
COMMENT 

"The  multiplier  figure  of  1.6  cited  as  current  on  p.  137  seems  very  high, 
compared  to  this  figures  used  in  other  recent  EIR's  (1.1-1.2).    Please  comment 
on  this  discrepancy."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

This  multiplier  was  used  for  the  analysis  done  in  the  1978  YBCFEIR,  and 
was  based  on  the  best  information  available  in  1977,  when  most  of  the 
data-gathering  for  that  report  was  done.    The  1.6  multiplier  was  preserved 
in  the  Supplement  for  consistency  of  comparison  with  the  parent  document. 
However,  in  light  of  both  this  comment  and  the  need  to  revise  the  Housing 
Section  (pp.  133-137  of  the  EIR)  in  response  to  the  Housing  Aff ordabi 1 ity 
comments  following,  the  employment  multipliers  are  updated.  TTie 
EMPLOYMENT  SECTION,  pp.  129-131,  is  revised  as  described  below. 

The  second  paragraph  on  p.  129  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

Secondary  employment  and  income  effects  would  result  from  new 
permanent  employment  because  each  employed  person  would  generate 
additional  employment  by  his  or  her  demands  for  goods  and  services, 
through  the  multiplier  effect.    Using  the  multiplier  from  the 
finance,  insurance  and  real  estate  (FIRE)  sector  /4/,  the  Main 
Program  would  generate  about  15,900  indirect  jobs,  for  a  total  direct 
and  indirect  employment  increase  of  about  29,400.    Net  new  direct  and 
indirect  jobs  created  by  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  would  range  from 
about  13,700  (Alternative  C)  to  about  79,600  (Alternative  D) . 
Indirect  employment  is  calculated  based  on  the  projection  of  net 
permanent  on-site  employment  for  each  alternative  shown  in 
Table  11."    (See  response  to  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity,  p.  C&R-48,  for 
revisions  to  Table  11.) 

The  first  full  sentence  on  p.  130  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the 
fol lowing: 

About  16,000  additional  person  years  of  employment  would  be  generated 
in  the  Bay  Area  as  the  result  of  the  multiplier  effect  resulting  from 
construction  activity  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  CB-3,  and  EB-2  for  a  total  of 
about  26,000  person  years  of  direct  and  indirect  labor. /4/ 

Footnote  /4/  on  p.  137  of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

/4/  Indirect  employment  projections  are  based  on  the  Bay  Area 
Input-Output  Model  from  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  University 
of  California,  Berkeley,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Input-Output  Model 
1967-1974,  July  1978.    A  multiplier  of  1.2  was  used  for  FIRE  and  1.6 
for  construction. 
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Affirmative  Action 
COMMENTS 

"...I  don't  think  anything  has  been  mentioned  in  here  about  affirmative 
action.    If  it's  in  there,  I  didn't  notice.    One  of  the  affirmative  action 
goals  that  we  really  thought  were  good,  or  was  good,  about  the  gardens 
project,  was  that  the  jobs  created  in  the  gardens  project  were  low  and 
moderate  income  jobs,  they  were  jobs  in  the  restaurants,  jobs  in  some  of  the 
stores,  but  as  I  remember  it,  well,  and  in  those  days,  we  still  had  a  little 
bit  of  an  amusement  component  that  I  still  wish  was  there  but  have  long  since 
given  up  blabbing  about,  but  I  think  there  needs  to  be  really  discussion  about 
that  old  plan  and  about  what  kind  of  jobs  there  were,  which  will  then  help 
under  an  affirmative  action  thing,  that  will  help  see  the  need  for  the  kind  of 
housing  that  we  all  are  worried  about."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"I'm  concerned  about  the  matter  of  jobs  as  related  to      as  was  talked  about 
earlier  about  by  the  members  of  the  Commission  and  some  of  the  public  members 
concerning  the  aspect  of  that,  and  what  kind  of  jobs,  compositions,  what 
categories,  as  well  as  the  component  of  the  affirmative  action  aspect  of  the 
jobs  themsleves,  and  what  goals,  as  Sue  Bierman  has  pointed  out  again,  what 
goals  have  been  set  forth  and  should  be  alleged  within  the  context  of  this 
statement.    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

RESPONSE 

All  developers  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  will  be  required  to  comply  with 
the  Redevelopment  Agency's  Affirmative  Action  Policy.    Since  June,  1980, 
the  Agency  has  incorporated  in  all  Land  Disposition  Agreements  (LDA's) 
Affirmative  Action  language  to  encourage  entrepreneurial  and  employment 
opportunities  for  minorities  and  women  both  during  and  after  the 
construction  of  each  development. 

Since  land  use  decisions  have  not  reached  final  agreement,  future  tenants 
are  generally  unknown.    For  this  reason,  the  numbers  of  jobs  in  particular 
categories  cannot  be  projected.    Refer  to  Housing  Affordabli lity, 
p.  C&R-48,  for  a  discussion  of  possible  employment  categories  and  rough 
estimates  of  the  numbers  of  persons  to  be  employed  in  each. 


Public  Cost  vs.  Public  Benefit 
COMMENTS 

"Inclusion  of  data  on  public  costs,  income  and  non-monetary  benefits,  [should 
be  done]  just  as  was  done  with  the  Convention  Center  EIR." 

"The  EIR  has  no  information  on  how  much  public  money  this  project  will  cost 
and  how  much  public  money  this  project  will  provide.    It  also  has  no 
information  on  what  the  nonmonetary  public  benefits  this  project  will  provide 
will  be,  or  on  what  their  dollar  value  will  be.    I  remind  you  and  the  public 
that  the  Convention  Center  EIR  had  pretty  full  disclosure  of  the  public  costs 
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and  income  of  that  project.  But  here  all  is  secrecy.  ..Further,  the  argument 
might  be  made,  only  environmental  issues  need  be  included  in  an  EIR.  That,  in 
fact,  is  the  State  law.  But  the  State  law  also  provides  and  gives  permission, 
it  permits  economic  information  to  be  included." 

"You  would  see  first  [by  comparing  my  plan  with  the  Main  Program]  that  the 
public  would  receive  an  income  amount  from  the  land  lease  of  about  $3,600,00  a 
year  in  my  plan.    Versus  what  now  appears  to  be  a  total  of  one  dollar  a  year 
in  the  Agency's  plan.    That's  for  something  between  21  and  24  acres  of  big 
development  in  downtown  San  Francisco."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

"I  finally  think  that  the  economic  data  that  Mr.  Gryziec  asked  for  and  then 
again  Mr.  Salomon  really  needs  to  be  included  before  good  decisions  can  be 
made  as  to  what  it  going  to  go  on  here."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"...I  have  no  idea  how  realistic  these  mitigation  measures  are,  because  I 
don't  know  what  the  numbers  are.    I'd  like  to  sit  down  and  go  through  the 
numbers.    And  there  are  a  number  of  people  who  have  some  concept  of  economic 
feasibility  of  projects  that  could  look  at  numbers  and  tell  whether  or  not 
they  are  valid  or  not.    ..I  feel  like  I'm  flying  blind  in  many  areas  because 
information  I  have  is  amorphous."    (Conmissioner  Salazar) 

RESPONSE 

The  "Convention  Center  EIR"  referred  to  is  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    The  1978 
YBC  FEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  the  Convention  Center  in 
detai  I,  because  plans  for  the  Convention  Center  were  more  developed  in 
1978  than  for  any  other  YBC  proposals.    The  Convention  Center  was  to  be 
financed  through  the  sale  of  public  revenue  bonds,  approved  by 
San  Francisco  voters  in  November,  1976.    A  portion  of  the  City's  Hotel  Tax 
Fund  (see  the  response  under  Hotel  Tax  Fund  Distribution,  below)  has  been 
allocated  since  then  to  pay  off  these  bonds,  interest,  and  to  contribute 
toward  maintenance  of  the  Convention  Center.    Because  of  the  public  nature 
of  the  Convention  Center  financing,  a  detailed  cost/revenue  study  was 
performed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (YBC  FEIR,  pp.  275-277  and  YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 
pp.  36-40h).    Estimated  costs  and  revenues  were  treated  in  a  more  general 
way  for  the  remaining  portions  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 

An  economic  analysis  of  the  Main  Program,  similar  to  that  done  for  the 
Convention  Center  and  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  is  not  appropriate  for 
the  Second  Supplement  for  the  fol lowing  reasons: 

1)  Lack  of  specificity  in  project  plans  preclude  any  analysis  at 
the  level  of  specificity  done  for  the  Convention  Center. 

2)  Development  and  operation  of  the  remaining  portions  of  the  Main 
Program  (with  the  exception  of  subsidized  elderly  housing  on 
SB-2  and  WB-3)  is  to  be  financed  by  private  developers  with 
private  funds. 
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3)     All  economic  and  financial  aspects  of  the  "Gardens"  portions 
(CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program  are  currently  the 
subject  of  negotiations  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
Olympia  and  York  (O&Y).    The  confidentiality  of  these 
negotiations  has  been  upheld  in  court  (Consumer  Action  v.  SFRA). 

An  estimate  of  the  dollar  value  of  non-monetary  public  benefits  was  not 
performed  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  It  is  unlikely  that  these  could  be  reliably 
quantified. 

Economic  information  for  the  "Gardens"  portion  of  the  Main  Program  will  be 
released  to  the  public  at  the  conclusion  of  the  negotiations,  and  prior  to 
the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  land  disposition  and  development 
agreement  (LDA).    The  public  will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  this  information  then,  expected  to  occur  sometime  in  1983. 


Hotel  Tax  Fund  Distribution 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  132,  distribution  of  the  hotel  tax  fund  is  not  quite  accurate.  As  of 
March,  1982  the  distribution  is  as  follows: 


41%         -       for  construction  and  Bond  redemption  of  the  George  R.  Moscone 

Convention  Center. 
5.1%        -      for  Candlestick  Bond  debts. 

5.1%        -       for  financing  low-income  housing  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment 
Project  Area. 

7%  -       for  maintenance  of  Performing  Arts  facilities  -  War  Memorial 

Special  Fund. 
7%  -      for  the  Convention  Facilities  Fund. 

9.8%        -       for  the  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund,  and  the  remaining 
25%         -       for  the  City's  General  Fund." 


(Germaine  Q.  Wong) 
RESPONSE 

The  first  paragraph  on  p.  132,  detailing  the  distribution  of  the  Hotel  Tax 
funds,  is  revised  to  reflect  the  updated  distribution.    The  Moscone  Center 
and  Candlestick  bond  redemption  percentages  remain  the  same,  as  does  the 
low-income  housing  fund  percentage.    The  other  percentages  change,  and  the 
final  sentence  in  the  Area  Financing  Section,  p.  132,  is  changed  to  read 
as  fol lows. 

Adjusting  for  the  Proposition  0  surchange,  7%  ($316,000)  of  the  fund 
would  go  to  the  Performing  Arts  Facilities  -  War  Memorial  Fund, 
7%  ($316,000)  to  the  Convention  Facilities  Fund,  9.8%  ($442,000)  to 
the  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund,  and  25%  ($1,130,000)  to  the 
City's  General  Fund. 
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Criminal  Activity 
COMMENTS 

"RE:    (Setting)  Police  Conmunity  Services,  pg.  76:    Discussion  should  note  the 
increase  in  YBC  area  criminal  activity  since  1978  in  at  least  two  particular 
categories:    'muggings'  and  assaults  against  residents  of  YBC  area  elderly 
housing,  and,  since  the  opening  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center,  'car 
boosting' ." 

"The  text  must  note  that  elderly  residents  of  the  YBC  may  suffer  a 
disproportionate  share  of  the  street  crime,  however  much  it  is,  due  to  their 
perceived  and  real  greater  vulnerability  to  petty  criminals  and  teen-age 
hoodlums." 

"The  Supplement  when  it's  talking  about  possibilities  of  crime  in  the  area  as 
a  result  of  development  implies  or  almost  says  that  crime  may  decrease  in 
absolute  numbers  of  incidents,  apparently,  as  a  result  of  the  greater 
development,  more  daytime  population,  nighttime  population,  what  have  you 
...Large  numbers  of  people  in  a  day  and  the  nighttime  do  not,  in  fact,  reduce 
crime,  because  they  present  so  many  opportunities  for  criminals.    I  think  the 
EIR  has  to  be  revised.    It  can  not  be  optimistic  about  this  problem." 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Police  Community  Services,  pg.  142:    The  speculation  in  the 
Supplement's  discussion  that  increased  development  'may'  actually  result  in 
reduced  crime  in  absolute  numbers  of  crimes  is  debatable,  at  the  least.  The 
text  must  note  it  'may'  also  result  in  an  absolute  increase  in  criminal 
activity,  that  the  nature  of  the  development  of  the  Central  Blocks  in 
particular  may  affect  the  level  of  criminal  activity,  e.g., 
'amusement'-oriented  developments  may  be  expected  to  encounter  more  security 
incidents  than  residential  development." 

"The  text  must  note  that  the  private  security  operations  provided  by 
individual  developers  of  the  Central  Blocks  and  other  commercial  developments 
are  not  planned  to  extend  beyond  the  boundaries  of  those  individual 
developments,  hence  leaving  critical  'gaps'  in  security  coverage.    The  text 
must  note  that  street  patrol  coverage  by  the  Police  Department,  while 
valuable,  is  subject  to  emergency  responses  in  this  and  adjacent  areas,  and 
unless  provided  at  a  'saturation'  level  consistently  cannot  guarantee  against 
serious  levels  of  street  crime  (where  in  San  Francisco  has  it?)    In  sum,  this, 
section  is  unjustifiably  optimistic."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  is  added  after  the  fourth  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph 
of  the  Community  Services,  Police,  Setting  Section  on  p.  76  of  the  EIR  to 
clarify  the  crime  trends  in  the  YBC  area.    "These  crime  rates  represent 
the  continuation  of  rise  in  crime  in  the  YBC  area  that  began  in  1979.  The 
S.F.  Police  Department  attributes  much  of  this  rise  to  criminal  elements 
attracted  by  'wino  park'  on  Sixth  St.  at  Mission  St.  in  Reporting 
Area  606. /5/" 
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Car  boostings  (theft  of  possessions,  such  as  car  stereos  or  packages,  from 
parked  car  interiors)  and  muggings  are  not  classified  as  separate 
categories  by  the  Police  Department,  but  are  included  in  the  crime 
categories  already  mentioned  in  the  section.    The  Police  Department  has 
confirmed  that  thefts  from  parked  cars  have  increased  since  the  opening  of 
the  Convention  Center.    The  following  is  added  to  immediately  precede  the 
sentences  added  above  to  reflect  this:    "Thefts  from  parked  cars  have 
increased  in  all  five  reporting  areas  near  YBC  since  the  opening  of  the 
Moscone  Center."    Footnote  /5/  is  also  updated  to  include  "and  personal 
interview,  July  20,  1982". 

It  is  likely  that  the  elderly  are  already  suffering  a  disproportionate 
portion  of  the  crimes  against  persons  in  the  YBC  area.    The  following 
sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  76  to  address 
this  issue:    "The  elderly  residents  of  YBC  may  suffer  a  disproportionate 
portion  for  the  crimes  committed  against  persons  in  YBC  because  of  their 
real  and  perceived  greater  physical  vulnerability  to  criminals." 

The  following  paragraph,  describing  private  security  patrols  and  their 
degree  of  coverage,  is  added  following  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
Community  Services,  Police  Section,  p.  142  of  the  EIR. 

Private  security  patrols  would  probably  be  provided  by  various 
developers  and  tenants  of  YBC  to  protect  their  developments  and 
businesses.    TODCO  is  currently  negotiating  a  contract  with 
San  Francisco  Patrol  Special  Police  for  an  hourly  patrol  of 
Silvercrest  and  Dimasalang  House.    These  separate  patrols  may  still 
leave  'gaps'  in  security  coverage  for  the  YBC  area.  Coordination 
between  the  security  patrols  has  been  suggested  as  a  mean  of 
eliminating  some  of  these  'gaps'.    Future  development  may  also  serve 
to  fill  in  some  of  these  'gaps.' 

The  Community  Service,  Police,  Section,  pp.  142-143,  does  not  state  that 
absolute  numbers  of  crimes  will  decline  but  rather  that  crimes  against 
persons  would  probably  decrease  while  crimes  against  property  are  likely 
to  increase.    In  addition,  the  text  notes  on  p.  143  that  crimes  against 
persons  are  likely  to  increase  initially,  until  full  build-out  of  YBC,  as 
the  number  of  persons  in  the  area  increases  without  a  corresponding 
increase  in  security.    As  is  stated  on  p.  142  of  the  EIR,  the  precise 
number  of  crimes,  their  character,  and  their  reaction  to  specific  uses  at 
YBC  after  its  development  depends  on  a  number  of  factors  that  are  not 
possible  to  predict  at  this  time. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  143  to 
explain  the  possible  range  of  impacts  of  different  types  of  development  on 
the  Central  Blocks: 

The  actual  amount  of  each  type  of  crime  that  may  occur  depends  in 
part  on  the  nature  of  the  development  of  the  Central  Blocks  and  the 
nature  of  people  that  the  final  development  attracts. 
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Sergeant  Pau.1  Libert  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  was  consulted 
during  the  preparation  of  this  section.    (December  8  and  December  30, 
1981),  and  in  response  to  this  comment  on  July  20,  1982.    In  his  opinion, 
this  section  reflects  likely  possiblities  and  is  not  unjustifiably 
optimistic. /I/ 

Footnote 

/I/  Sergeant  Paul  Libert,  Office  of  Planning,  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  personal  interview,  July  20,  1982. 


Special  Patrol  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Mitigation)  Police  Community  Services,  pg.  210:    'recormiend(ation) '  by 
SFRA  for  'security  services'  for  all  housing  development,  etc.  is  inadequate. 
Such  services  should  be  a  requirement,  not  discretionary.    Since  operating 
funds  of  subsidized  elderly  housing  projects  are  limited  and  cannot  support 
such  services,  an  alternative  funding  source  is  needed.    On  behalf  of  the 
South  of  Market  Consortium,  TODCO  has  submitted  a  request  for  Patrol  Special 
Police  patrol  of  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  TOOR  housing  sites,  to  be  funded 
with  funds  from  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer's  Low-Income  Housing  Fund 
(copy  enclosed).    This  mitigation  should  be  included  in  the  Supplement." 
(John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

TODCO 's  request  for  a  Patrol  Special  Police  Patrol  of  the  areas  adjacent 
to  the  TOOR  housing  sites  is  still  under  consideration  by  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer's  Special  Projects  Department.    The  following 
mitigation  measure  regarding  this  patrol  is  added  to  the  Mitigation 
section  of  the  EIR,  p.  210. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Chief 
Administrative  Officer  to  provide  a  special  police  patrol  of  those 
areas  adjacent  to  the  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly.  This 
patrol  could  be  funded  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer's  Low 
Income  Housing  Fund.    The  need  for  this  patrol  could  be  reviewed 
annually  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer. 

Please  see  the  Response  under  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing 
West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37,  for  a  discussion  of  why  mitigation 
measures  in  this  report  cannot  definitely  be  "required"  until  adopted  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission. 
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Provision  of  Central  Security  Office  in  YBC  -  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"Lack  of  central  coordination  and  information  exchange  by  all  the  various 
security  operations  of  individual  developers  presently  and  prospectively 
limits  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  security  operations.    Provision  of  a 
central  security  office  with  routine  links  on  a  24-hour  basis  to  all  YBC 
security  operations  will  be  of  significant  value.    Such  a  central  office  could 
be  incorporated  into  the  activities  of  the  large  security  operation  of  the 
Convention  Center  or,  later,  the  Central  Blocks  development.    This  required 
mitigation  should  be  included  in  the  Supplement." 

"The  problem  is  with  private  developers  such  as  the  developers  of  central 
blocks  are  only  guaranteeing  to  patrol  their  own  projects.    They  are  not  going 
to  be  responsible  for  the  area  across  the  street.    ..Almost  every  building  has 
its  own  private  armed  guards.    What  is  lacking  is  any  coordination  among  these 
various  operations  to  assist  each  other  in  sharing  information  about  criminal 
activity,  especially  on  a  day-to-day  basis.    ..We're  talking  about  $50,000  a 
year  or  something  in  that  order.    We  are  asking  that  that  task  be  assigned  by 
the  agency  to  the  developer."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

A  mitigation  measure  to  provide  a  central  security  office  is  added  to  the 
Community  Services  Mitigation  measures  (p.  210),  as  follows: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developer  of 
the  Central  Blocks  to  provide  a  central  security  office  with 
responsibilities  to  coordinate  and  provide  for  communication  among 
the  various  security  services  in  YBC.    The  cost  of  this  office  should 
be  shared  by  all  YBC  tenants. 


Lighting  Plans  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  210,  Paragraph  3,  Line  5.    Change  'prepare'  to  'approve'.    Lighting  is 
one  of  the  key  features  of  the  YBG  project  and  we  want  to  be  assured  that  our 
landscape  architects...  will  be  able  to  harmonize  that  element  with  the  other 
key  features  of  the  project."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  210  of  the  EIR  is  changed 
to  "The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  approve  lighting  plans." 
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School-Age  Children  Generated  by  the  Main  Program 

COMMENTS 

"Page  145,  note  that  fewer  than  40  children  will  be  expected  to  live  in  1,970 
market  rate  dwell ihg  units.    Are  we  to  assume  all  office  workers  and  employees 
of  the  gardens  will  be  childless?    So  much  discussion  indicated  units  are 
taking  care  of  that  demand.    Are  we  assuming  no  married  couples,  no  single 
parents  will  be  employed  in  this  project?    Can't  have  it  both  ways,  no  unmet 
need  and  no  children."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"On  page  145.    ..Children  have  been  measured.    In  these  three  main  blocks,  we 
are  going  to  see  a  total  of  60  new  children  in  San  Francisco.    Now,  if  that 
isn't  a  stinger.    You  got  to  stop  and  take  a  deep  breath  and  say  what  are  we 
doing,  what's  going  on... how  was  that  figure  arrived  at?"    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"In  light  of  the  massive  employment  increases  due  to  the  proposed  project  and 
cumulative  development,  and  the  large  numer  of  proposed  housing  units,  what 
would  be  the  impacts  (and  costs)  associated  with  the  demand  for  additional 
child  care  facilities?    Please  estimate  the  impacts,  based  on  number  of 
workers,  average  numer  of  children  per  worker,  etc." 

"The  developers  should  be  required  to  pay  for  any  additional  child  care 
impacts  associated  with  the  project."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 


The  calculation  was  based  on  projected  residents  of  YBC  only.    Not  all  YBC 
employees  would  choose  to  live  in  YBC;  it  seems  likely  that  those  with 
children  would  choose  to  live  in  the  residential  neighborhoods  or  outside 
San  Francisco  altogether.    The  figure  for  children  of  YBC  residents  used 
in  this  report  was  calculated  based  on  the  number  of  public  school 
children  per  unit  in  Golden  Gate  Apartments  in  1978.    Golden  Gate 
Apartments  was  used  as  a  model  in  the  YBCFEIR,  because  units  were  located 
in  highrises  near  the  heart  of  Downtown  and  the  units  were  predominantly 
one-  and  two-bedroom. 

A  survey  of  occupants  conducted  by  Golden  Gate  Commons  (a  condominium 
development)  in  1978  indicated  there  were  4  children  (no  indication  of 
whether  or  not  they  attended  public  school)  residing  in  50  three-bedroom 
units. /I/    This  would  be  equivalent  to  156  children  for  the  1,970  YBC 
market-rate  dwelling  units.    However,  the  Golden  Gate  Cormions  condominiums 
are  all  likely  to  be  larger  than  the  anticipated  YBC  dwelling  units  (one- 
and  two-bedrooms);  more  people  with  children  may  have  bought  condominiums 
at  Golden  Gate  Commons  for  this  reason. 

An  informal  survey  at  Telegraph  Landing  North  condominiums  indicated 
approximately  18  children  (no  indication  of  whether  or  not  they  attended 
public  school)  in  189  units  which  include  studios,  one,  two  and  three 
bedroom  units. /2/    This  would  be  equivalent  to  187  children  for  the  1,970 
YBC  units. 
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Records  at  Fcx  Plaza  (a  downtown  apartment  highrise)  indicate  only  one 
child  under  18  years  old  in  446  units. /3/    This  would  be  equivalent  to 
about  4  children  for  the  YBC  market-rate  dwel Ung  units;  however,  75%  of 
the  Fox  Plaza  units  are  studios. 

The  number  of  public  school  children  generated  by  the  apartments  surveyed 
in  1982  is  not  known  because  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  no 
longer  breaks  down  student  residency  information  for  each  individual 
address. /4/    Therefore,  the  number  of  public  school  children  generated  by 
each  of  the  projects  discussed  above  can  be  considered  a  worst-case 
estimate  of  new  demand  on  public  schools. 

Due  to  the  lack  of  an  analogous  model  for  the  YBC  market-rate  housing  in 
terms  of  downtown  location,  condominium  financing  and  size  of  unit  (one 
and  two  bedrooms),  only  a  range  of  the  possible  number  of  children  to 
occupy  the  YBC  units  can  be  given.    This  range  would  include  between  40 
and  187  children  total  (public  and  private  school);  if  all  of  these 
children  were  public  school  children,  these  children  could  still  be 
accommodated  by  the  schools  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District. 

Availability  of  and  need  for  child  care  services  is  a  social  issue,  which 
does  not  require  coverage  in  environmental  documents  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code 
Sec.  21151  (as  amended  by  SB  803)  and  21060.5).    A  discussion  of  child 
care  facilities  in  San  Francisco  can  be  found  under  Public  Services  in  the 
response  to  Comments  on  the  201  Spear  St.  Office  Building  EIR  (EE. 80. 337, 
certified  May  20,  1982),  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor. 

Footnotes 

/I/  Dierdra  Langston,  Expeditor,  Golden  Gate  Commons,  telephone 
communication,  August  16,  1982. 

/2/  Keith  Kamrath,  Control  Central  Operator,  Telegraph  Landing  North, 
telephone  communication,  August  27,  1982. 

/3/  Kathy  Schmidt,  Building  Manager,  Fox  Plaza,  telephone  communication, 
August  30,  1982. 

/4/  Richard  Mesta,  School  Operations,  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  telephone  communication,  September  14,  1982. 


Social  and  Health  Service  Needs  of  the  Elderly 
COMMENTS 

"RE:    (Setting)  Medical  Community  Services,  pg.  78:    Text  must  note  that  the 
South  of  Market  Health  Center  now  operates  at  its  capacity,  that  future 
funding  support  for  the  Center  is  uncertain,  and  its  ability  to  absorb 
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additional  clients  is  uncertain.    Text  must  note  that  the  availability  of 
professional  nursing  home  care  in  San  Francisco  (and  the  entire  Bay  Area)  is 
severely  limited  and  placement  of  elderly  individuals  needing  such  care  is 
difficult.    Text  must  note  that  special  health  services  for  the  elderly,  such 
as  'adult  day  health  care',  'homemakers' ,  visiting  nurses,  etc.,  are  severely 
limited  by  present  funding  constraints  and  uncertainties." 

"Medical  Services,  Pg.  147:  Text  fails  to  note  that,  due  to  medical  services 
uncertainties  and  limits  on  capacity  described  in  comment  #6  above,  the 
additional  elderly  population  to  be  housed  in  YBC  as  per  the  Main  program  may 
not  have  adequate  medical  services  available  to  them." 

"RE:    (Setting)  Social  Characteristics,  pg.  69:    Discussion  of  area  elderly 
population  should  specify  soci al /medical  services  needs  of  this  population. 
What  should  be  particularly  noted,  which  was  omitted  in  the  FEIR,  is  the 
existence  of  a  demographic  'bulge'  in  the  YBC  subsidized  elderly  housing. 
That  is,  when  initially  occupied,  these  projects'  elderly  population  are 
generally  in  their  60's  and  generally  capable  of  independent  living';  but  with 
the  passing  of  time,  the  average  age  of  the  projects'  residents,  due  to  low 
turnover,  increases  and  the  average  health  deteriorates  due  to  the 
disabilities  associated  with  advanced  age.    While  the  'staggering'  of  the 
projects'  occupancy  over  the  period  from  1974  through  1985+  will  stretch  out 
this  trend,  by  some  point  in  the  1990's  the  YBC  elderly  population  will 
contain  a  very  high  proportion  of  age  70+  residents  needing  extensive  medical 
service  support  systems  -  a  concentration  without  any  other  example  in  San 
Francisco,  and  a  major  concern  for  project  mitigation."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

This  comment  is  acknowledged  with  the  following  insertion  after  the  first 
sentence  of  the  Medical  Section  on  p.  78. 

This  Center  is  now  operating  at  capacity  and  future  funding  levels 
and  service  abilities  are  uncertain.    The  Center  is  funded  through 
federal  grants  and  patient  fees.    The  federal  grants  have  been  cut  by 
25%  this  year. /II/    Professional  nursing  home  care  is  available  but 
limited  in  San  Francisco,  and  placement  of  individuals  needing  such 
care  is  difficult.    An  Adult  Day  Health  Plan  has  been  proposed  for 
the  YBC  area  but  has  not  yet  been  implemented.    Other  health  services 
proposed  for  the  YBC  area  include  the  Asian/Pacific  Islander 
Hypertension  Project  (SOM  Health  Clinic),  an  RSVP  Program  (Salvation 
Army),  a  24-hour  hotline  (Salvation  Army),  and  more  nursing  time  and 
activity  workers  in  the  TODCO  residences.    All  of  these  services  are 
limited  by  present  funding  constraints  and  uncertainties. 

A  footnote  is  added  on  p.  79  as  follows:  "/II/  Shirley  Cachola,  Director, 
South-of-Market  Health  Center,  telephone  communication,  July  20,  1982." 

The  following  discussion  of  uncertainties  of  funding  and  capacities  of 
medical  services  in  the  YBC  Area  on  the  elderly  population  is  added  to  the 
Medical  Services  section  on  p.  147-148,  fifth  line. 
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Service  to  those  using  the  South  of  Market  Health  Center  could  be 
affecte^J  as  the  facility  is  already  operating  at  capacity,  and  future 
budget  uncertainties  (federal  funds  for  the  Health  Center  have  been 
cut  25%  this  year)  may  not  allow  capacity  to  be  expanded  to 
adequately  meet  possible  increased  demand.    Special  health  services 
to  the  elderly,  such  as  day  health  care  and  visiting  nurses,  may  also 
be  limited  due  to  funding  uncertainties.    The  impact  of  YBC  on  these 
services  is  not  known,  as  many  of  the  elderly  who  would  be  living  in 
YBC  are  now  living  elsewhere  in  the  South  of  Market  area  and  might 
already  be  using  the  South  of  Market  Health  Center. 

The  following  is  added  before  the  last  sentence  in  the  first  partial 
paragraph  on  p.  148: 

Demand  for  health  services  and  private  physicians  South  of  Market 
might  increase,  however,  as  the  remaining  planned  365  units  of 
subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC  is  completed,  and  as  the  average 
age  of  existing  residents  increases.    The  low  turnover  rate,  typical 
of  stable  elderly  residents,  might  eventually  result  in  a 
concentration  of  aged  persons  heavily  dependent  on  local  medical  and 
support  services. 


Employee  Proximity  to  Physicians 
COMMENT 

"Page  148,  again,  we  see  in  line  1  that  employees  would  be  expected  to  have 
physicians  near  their  residences,  presumably  not  in  YBC.    Correct  or  not? 
Does  it  mean  that  employees  will  live  away  from  the  site." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Most  employees  would  not  be  expected  to  live  within  YBC.    Therefore,  it  is 
correct  that  most  would  have  physicians  near  their  residences  (and  away 
from  YBC)  and  not  impact  the  medical  services  in  the  YBC  project  area.  In 
any  case,  most  employees  would  have  private  physicians  and  not  rely  on 
public  health  care.    It  is  likely  that,  as  housing  in  YBC  and  the  Rincon 
Hill  area  is  built,  more  private  physicians  will  locate  offices  in  the 
vicinity  to  serve  the  residents. 


Transportation  Services  for  the  Elderly  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"The  proposed  mitigation  in  the  FEIR,  page  468,  for  elderly  transportation 
needs  is  now  clearly  infeasible  as  stated.    Hence  the  Supplement  must  identify 
a  current  possible  mitigation,  but  CDBG  funds  will  not  be  available,  nor 
parking  tax  funds  allocated  by  the  Commission  on  Aging,  due  to  cutbacks  in 
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funding  levels  of  both.    The  lack  of  elderly  transportation  services  remains  a 
crucial  problem.    Development  financing  constraints  make  it  impossible  for 
TODCO  to  provide  any  such  service  as  suggested  in  the  FEIR." 
(Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

TODCO,  as  owner,  developer  and  tenant  representative  for  all  of  the 
subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC,  has  primary  responsibility  for 
organizing  and  obtaining  services  to  meet  its  tenants'  and  constituents' 
needs  (also  see  Special  Patrol,  above).    Funds  for  private  elderly 
transportation  services  are  currently  difficult  to  obtain.    HUD  funding 
for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program  has  been  reduced,  as  has 
State  funding  for  the  Conmission  on  Aging.    However,  the  Mayor  has 
allocated  additional  money  from  the  General  Fund  to  the  Commission  on 
Aging  to  restore  its  '82- '83  budget  to  its  '81-'82  levels.    Funding  might 
be  available  to  TODCO  to  at  least  partially  subsidize  a  private  senior 
transportation  service.    The  Committee  on  Aging  notes,  however,  that  meals 
centers  and  City-wide  services  tend  to  receive  higher  priority  for  receipt 
of  Committee  on  Aging  grants  than  private  services  for  the  elderly. /I/ 

Two  public  senior  transportation  services  exist  to  serve  South  of  Market 
residents.    The  Human  Resources  Corporation,  at  1109  Oak  St.,  administers 
a  program  called  "Paratransit."    San  Francisco  elderly  are  encouraged  to 
apply;  acceptance  to  the  program  is  generally  based  on  economic  and 
medical  need.    "Paratransit"  subsidizes  rides  for  its  program  members  in 
either  wheelchair  vans  or  private  taxis.    "Paratransit"  vouchers  are 
issued  to  the  elderly,  who  use  them  to  pay  for  van  rides  (operated  by 
Canon  Kip  Community  Housing  Operation  Transportation)  or  taxi  rides  with 
two  participating  taxi  companies.    "Paratransit"  is  funded  by  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commi ssion./2/ 

The  Senior  Escort  Outreach  Program  has  eight  centers  in  San  Francisco. 
The  Center  at  814  Mission  St.  serves  YBC.    They  provide  vehicle  escort  for 
any  senior  in  the  area  who  calls  and  makes  an  appointment.    Medical  trips 
are  given  priority,  but  rides  are  given  for  all  reasons.  Generally, 
appointments  must  be  made  several  days  in  advance;  emergency  trips  can 
almost  always  be  made  at  the  last  minute,  however.    Funding  is  provided 
through  HUD  and  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department.    Funding  for  this 
program  has  not  been  cut  back;  the  814  Mission  St.  office  is  currently 
planning  an  expansion. /3/ 

Footnotes 

/!/  Leslie  Miko,  Interim  Director,  Commission  on  Aging,  telephone 
communication,  September  8,  1982. 

HI  Gregory  Watty,  "Paratransit"  Boker,  Human  Resources  Corporation, 
telephone  communication,  September  8,  1982. 

/3/  Vincent  Reyus,  Neighborhood  Coordinator,  Senior  Escort  Outreach 
Program,  telephone  communication,  September  8,  1982. 
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Developer  Support  of  South  of  Market  Social  Programs  -  Mitigation 
COr^ENTS 

"No  services  or  programs  for  South  of  Market  residents  are  included,  but  a 
massive  200,000  square  feet,  an  expensive  Asian  art  museum,  is  included,  a 
subsidy  for  which  will  be  sure  to  sop  up  any  and  all  funds  that  should  go  to 
the  public's  real  needs." 

"In  my  plan  in  terms  of  programs  for  South  of  Market  residences,  my  plan  would 
produce  $1,800,000  a  year  to  fund  those  programs.    The  Agency  plan  has  no 
money  set  aside  for  these  kinds  of  programs  for  South  of  Market." 

"The  mitigation  section  of  the  EIR  fails  to  even  consider  any  means  of 
supplying  hard  hit  South  of  Market  residents. . .the  businesses  and  the  services 
that  are  trying  to  exist  South  of  Market."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

As  noted  in  the  response  under  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing 
in  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-63,  there  is  no  indication  that  the  Central 
Blocks  developer  would  subsidize  the  museum  being  considered  for  EB-2.  It 
is  likely  that  this  museum  would  be  funded  largely  through  private 
donations.    Should  the  museum  not  be  built,  it  is  unlikely  that  museum 
donations  would  be  readily  available  for  other  non-museum  uses. 

Development  of  the  Main  Program  is  not  expected  to  affect  South  of  Market 
service  programs  to  a  large  extent.    Those  services  most  likely  to  be 
affected  are  medical  services,  as  the  subsidized  elderly  housing  in  YBC 
becomes  built  out  and  occupied,  and  as  the  longer-term  residents  continue 
to  age  (see  Social  and  Health  Service  Needs  of  the  Elderly,  p.  C&R-80). 
However,  this  impact  is  projected  to  be  small,  because  elderly  occupying 
subsidized  housing  customarily  have  private  doctors,  paid  for  through 
Medicare  or  other  medical  assistance  (Second  Supplement,  p.  148  and  YBC 
FEIR,  p.  311). 

Appendix  A,  Table  A-2,  p.  239  of  the  EIR  lists  and  describes  all  available 
social  services  for  the  South  of  Market  area  as  of  the  spring  of  1981.  It 
is  likely  that  many  of  these  programs  are  experiencing  funding 
constraints.    Discretionary  funds  available  for  allocation  by  the  Mayor 
from  the  City's  General  Fund  have  been  used  to  help  support  some  of  these 
programs  (see  Transportation  Services  for  the  Elderly,  above).    The  2,200 
hotel  rooms  proposed  for  the  Main  Program  would  generate  about  $4.52 
million  annually  in  total  hotel  tax  revenues  at  the  current  tax  rate  of 
9.75%  (p.  132  of  the  EIR).    About  $1.13  million  of  the  (25%)  would  accrue 
to  the  City's  General  Fund  (see  Hotel  Tax  Fund  Distribution,  p.  C&R-74), 
increasing  the  amount  of  money  available  to  help  service  programs 
throughout  the  City. 
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CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT 


Expansion  of  the  Cumulative  Project  List 
COMMENTS 

"Cumulative  impacts  analyses  are  apparently  based  on  the  Table  on  page  257  of 
the  Draft,  according  to  pp.  149-155.    How  many  (gross)  square  feet  of 
development  does  this  table  account  for?    We  estimate  13.7  million  square 
feet.    If  so,  this  number  is  far  too  low  a  figure  to  use  in  cumulative  impact 
analyses,  under  the  definition  used  by  CEQA.    Page  54  of  the  EIR  acknowledges 
more  than  18  million  square  feet  under  development  (exclusive  of  Redevelopment 
projects).    The  Mayor  noted  24  million-square  feet  in  her  October,  1981  'State 
of  the  City'  Address,  and  34-36  million  square  feet  in  her  letter  to 
San  Francisco  Business  (January,  1982  issue).    SFRG  has  compiled  a  list  of  39 
million  square  feet  of  downtown  commercial  development  (attached).  Therefore, 
we  ask  that  all  cumulative  analyses  be  revised  to  incorporate  all  probable 
downtown  development,  as  required  by  CEQA." 

"For  cumulative  analysis,  please  use  the  39  million  square  feet  of  development 
documented  by  SFRG."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"[We]  need  an  update  of  tables  at  least  to  June,  1982." 

"Page  17,  first  paragraph,  should  include  separate  figure  of  downtown  square 
footage  applied  for  at  the  City  Planning  Department,  and  at  Redevelopment.  Be 
sure  to  include  the  square  footage  of  all  18  office  projects  mentioned  on 
page  52  in  the  first  paragraph.    But  also  we  need  square  footage  that's  in  the 
pipeline  and  permits  have  been  requested." 

"Page  54,  figures  here  differ  from  page  17.    Also  why  exclude  YBC  proposed 
figures?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  this  document,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  compiled  a  list  of  cumulative  Dontown  San  Francisco 
office  development.    The  availablity  of  this  new  information  (see  Tables 
C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  to  C-10)  has  made  it  possible  to  update  the 
cumulative  analyses  in  the  EIR.    Table  A-1,  pp.  237-8,  in  the  EIR  is 
replaced  with  the  revised  Table  A-1,  below. 

The  first  paragraph  in  the  discussion  of  GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION,  p.  17, 
is  replaced  with  this  new  paragraph  to  reflect  the  updated  information: 

San  Francisco  is  the  major  office  center  in  the  Bay  Area,  with 
approximately  57.7  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  at  the  end 
of  1981. /I/    Approximately  32.4  million  gross  sq.  ft.  were 
constructed  between  1960  and  1981  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    In  the 
1960s,  the  amount  of  office  space  constructed  averaged  about 
1.1  million  gross  sq.  ft.  per  year.    During  the  1970s  office  space 
was  added  at  a  rate  of  about  1.7  million  gross  sq.  ft.  per  year.  In 
the  first  two  years  of  this  decade  (1980  and  1981)  the  average  annual 
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office  space  added  was  approximately  2,2  million  gross  sq.  ft.  An 
additional  7,8  million  gross  sq,  ft.  of  office  space  will  be  added 
when  buildings  under  construction  (as  of  August  1982)  are  completed; 
another  5.4  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  has  been  approved  but  is 
not  yet  under  construction;  4.2  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space 
has  been  proposed  and  is  under  formal  review  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  (see  Appendix  C,  Table  C-8,  p.  C-7).    The  YBC  Main 
Program  would  add  2.6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  to  this  total. 
The  amount  of  office  space  in  the  downtown  area  has  increased 
steadily  in  the  past  two  decades  and  will  likely  continue  to  increase 
in  the  next  several  years. 

The  18  projects  referred  to  on  p,  52  of  the  EIR  are  all  included  in  these 
figures,  as  well  as  all  Redevelopment  Agency  projects  for  which  Land 
Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved.    No  Land  Disposition  Agreements 
have  been  approved  for  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Project,  therefore, 
any  estimate  of  potential  office  space  on  the  site  would  be  highly 
specul at ive. 

The  cumulative  office  figures  in  the  second  full  sentence  of  p.  54  of  the 
EIR  have  been  revised  to  read:    "With  13.2  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new 
office  space  approved  or  under  construction  in  San  Francisco  as  of 
August  6,  1982,  and  proposals  for  an  additional  4.2  million  sq.  ft. 
(excluding  the  roughly  two  million  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  proposed 
for  YBC  in  the  Main  Program)  in  the  review  process  (representing  a  total 
increase  of  almost  30%  over  present  downtown  office  floor  area)  (see 
Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  p.  237),  the  demand  for  housing  by  downtown  office 
workers  will  continue  to  grow  in  the  next  decade." 

The  cumulative  office  figures  used  in  the  Community  Services  Fire  section, 
p.  144,  are  also    revised  as  follows;  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  144 
is  deleted  and  replaced  with  the  following: 

San  Francisco  is  experiencing  ongoing  development  in  the  Downtown 
area,  including  some  parts  of  South  of  Market.    Approved  and  under 
construction  office  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  would  add 
over  13.2  million  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  to  the  Downtown  area. 
Completed  office  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  is  shown  in 
Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  p.  237.    In  addition,  over  4.2  million  sq.  ft. 
of  new  office  space  was  under  formal  review  as  of  October,  1981.  YBC 
could  add  as  much  as  another  two  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  to 
this  total.    It  is  likely  that  the  number  of  fire  incidents  would 
increase  with  the  number  of  people  occupying  the  downtown  area./lO/ 

Mr.  Imparato  has  prepared  a  list  of  developments  and  their  square 
footages;  discrepancies  between  Mr.  Imparato' s  list  of  developments 
included  in  the  analysis  of  cumulative  development  are  detailed  in 
Comments  and  Responses  for  Bank  of  Canton  Final  EIR,  80.296,  certified 
June  15,  1982.    The  discrepancies  are  summarized  as  follows: 

(1)    several  hotel  and  condominium  proposals  included  on  Mr,  Imparato 's 
list  are  not  induced  in  the  cumulative  analyses  because  these  uses 
generally  do  not  affect  peak-hour  traffic  or  transit  in  the  pertinent 
direction  (outbound  in  the  p,m,  peak  hour); 
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TABLE  A-1:       MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  THROUGH  1981 

IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET 
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TABLE  A-1:       MA-OOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  THROUGH  1981 
IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  (Continued) 


(a)  Net  equals  90%  of  gross.    Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of 
90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is 
demolished  to  make  land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building. 

(b)  Source:  San  Francisco  Downtown  Zoning  Study,  Working  Paper  No.  1, 
January  1966,  Appendix  Table  1,  Part  1.    For  pre-1965,  data  include  the 
area  bounded  by  Vallejo,  Franklin,  Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and 
Embarcadero.    Also  includes  one-third  of  retail-office  mixed  use.  For 
post-1964,  data  include  the  entire  city. 

(c)  Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following 
functional  areas:    Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden 
Gateway,  Civic  Center,  South  of  Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined 
in  the  cited  January  1966  report.    For  post-1964,  the  entire  area  east  of 
Franklin  Street  is  included. 

(d)  Two-year  total  and  average. 


SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning,  August  1,  1982 


(2)  a  state  office  building  and  a  federal  office  building  on 

Mr.  Imparato's  list  were  not  included  in  the  analyses  because  these 
projects  appear  to  be  speculative; 

(3)  projects  on  Mr.  Imparato's  list  that  were  not  definitive  and/or 
appear  to  be  inactive  or  withdrawn  by  the  project  sponsor  were  not 
included  in  the  cumulative  analyses; 

(4)  several  projects  on  Mr.  Imparato's  list  had  square  footages  higher 
than  the  amount  reviewed  or  approved  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning;  consequently,  the  number  of  square  feet  for  these  projects 
differed  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  cumulative  office  development  figures 
discussed  above  and  presented  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9  pp.  C-7  -  C-10  of  this 
document,  are  likely  to  be  a  worst-case  projection  of  the  cumulative 
development  which  would  actually  occur.    There  is  no  guarantee  that 
everything  proposed  and  approved  would  be  built.    Development  is  often 
subject  to  changes  in  the  economy  (costs  of  materials,  labor  and 
financing,  as  well  as  fluctuations  in  projected  demand  for  the  space 
developed) . 

The  revised  text  sections  for  the  EIR  which  pertain  to  cumulative 
transportation  impacts  are  presented  in  the  Response  to  Revision  of 
Cumulative  Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89. 
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The  cumulative  list  of  projects  and  the  revised  text  for  the  EIR  which 
pertain  to  cumulative  housing  impacts  are  presented  in  the  Response  to 
Cumulative  Housing  Demand,  p.  C&R-42. 

The  revised  air  quality  section,  based  on  cumulative  transportation 
impacts,  is  presented  in  the  Response  to  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air 
Quality  Impacts,  p.  C&R-131. 


TRANSPORTATION 


REVISION  OF  CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS 
COMMENTS 

"Since  the  transportation  impacts  are  based  on  the  list  of  projects  on 
page  257,  rather  than  the  CEQA-mandated  cumulative  levels,  we  request  a 
revision  of  all  transportation,  transit  and  parking  impact  analyses,  using  the 
appropriate  cumulative  development  levels." 

"Regarding  vehicle  impacts  (p.  158):  how  many  additional  p.m.  peak  hour 
vehicles  would  be  generated  by  project  and  by  cumulative  development?" 
(Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Between  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  this  document,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  has  compiled  a  list  of  cumulative  Downtown  San  Francisco 
office  development.    The  availability  of  this  new  information  (see 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  to  C-10)  has  made  it  possible  to  update  the 
cumulative  transportation  analysis  in  the  EIR.    The  new  cumulative 
transportation  sections  presented  below,  therefore,  are  in  response  both 
to  the  recent  availability  of  the  City's  cumulative  development  lists  and 
the  specific  comments  quoted.    The  methodology  used  to  calculate  impacts 
from  cumulative  development  has  been  revised  to  consider  a  list  of  al 1 
formal  development  proposals  for  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area. 
The  previous  analysis  performed  for  the  Draft  EIR  used  a  limited  list  of 
approved  projects  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity,  and  a  growth  factor 
that  compensated  for  development  that  might  occur  in  the  greater  downtown 
area,  but  was  not  yet  approved  (as  described  on  p.  257  of  the  EIR). 

No  change  has  been  made  in  the  travel  demand,  transit  assignment,  vehicle 
assignment  or  parking  demand  from  the  Main  Program.    The  effect  of 
changing  the  cumulative  base  has  been  to  slightly  alter  the  projections  of 
transit  demand,  intersection  operations  and  parking  deficit.    The  use  of 
the  limited  cumulative  development  list  and  a  background  growth  factor  in 
the  Draft  EIR  has  closely  approximated  the  results  derived  from  the  new 
revised,  more  accurate,  list.    The  percentage  of  the  revised  cumulative 
total  that  the  Main  Program  represents  has  changed  (decreased)  slightly. 
The  following  topics  are  updated  or  revised: 
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Topic 


Action 


Cumulative  travel  demand 


updated  to  include  all  projects 
on  the  August  6,  1982  list  from 
Department  of  City  Planning. 


Transit  impacts 


updated  with  more  recent  (1982) 


base  data  from  Department  of 
City  Planning;  updated  to 


include  8/6/82  cumulative  list; 


revised  to  show  load  factors 
based  upon  planned  capacity. 


Mixed  vehicle  impacts 


updated  to  include  8/6/82 
cumulative  list. 


Parking  impacts 


updated  to  include  8/6/82 
cumulative  list;  revised  to 
incorporate  loss  of  existing 
temporary  parking. 


Each  of  the  above  topics  is  addressed  as  a  separate  subheading,  below. 
Each  subheading  is  followed  by  applicable  Comments,  a  Response,  and  an  EIR 
text  revision.    Each  EIR  text  revision  contains  information  responding  to 
Comments  in  that  subheading,  as  well  as  information  necessary  to  update 
the  cumulative  analysis. 

The  cumulative  development  lists  and  other  material  supporting  the  impact 
updates  and  revisions  are  included  in  Appendix  C.    Portions  of  Appendix  C 
are  revised  or  deleted  to  better  reflect  the  methodology  used  in  the 
cumulative  analysis.    All  of  the  material  for  Appendix  C  can  be  found 
after  p.  C&R-171. 

The  following  sub-section  which  discusses  travel  demand  from  downtown 
office  developments  is  inserted  on  p.  152  following  Travel  Demand.  The 
Draft  EIR  originally  contained  discussion  of  cumulative  travel  demand  in 
Appendix  C  but  did  not  have  a  similar  discussion  in  the  text.  The 
following  section  moves  elements  of  the  cumulative  analysis  into  the  text. 

Cumulative  Development  Travel  Demand.    A  total  of  16.6  million  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space  is  proposed,  approved  or  under 
construction  in  the  City,  excluding  any  part  of  the  Main  Program. 
Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  in  Appendix  C,  p.  C-7,  show  the  projects  included 
in  the  cumulative  analysis.    Approximately  1.3  million  gross  sq.  ft. 
of  existing  office  space  would  be  replaced  by  the  proposed 
development,  resulting  in  about  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new 
office  space.    This  growth,  and  the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net 
new  retail  space  proposed,  approved,  or  under  construction,  would 
generate  approximately  46,000  person  trip  ends  during  the  weekday 
p.m.  peak  hour  in  addition  to  the  travel  generated  by  the  Main 
Program. 
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Peak-hour  travel  by  mode  for  the  Main  Program  and  cumulative  office 
development  is  shown  in  Table  14a.    The  modal  assignments  have  been 
made  assuming  existing  travel  patterns  and  do  not  attempt  to  predict 
any  modal  shift  (see  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171,  for  further 
discussion).    As  the  bridge  and  freeway  system  serving  the  City  is 
currently  near  capacity  during  peak  hours,  the  present  population  of 
persons  traveling  by  single-occupant  automobiles  might  be  expected  to 
change  in  the  future.    Much  of  the  City-wide  peak-hour  increase  might 
be  expected  to  be  accommodated  by  a  shift  from  single-occupant 
automobile  to  ridesharing  or  public  transit. 


TABLE  14a:    PROJECTED  P.M.  PEAK-HOUR  PERSON-TRIP  ENDS  BY  TRAVEL  MODE* 


Projects 

Projects 

Modal 

Under 

Approved 

Under 

Mai  n 

Grand 

Type 

Construction** 

Projects** 

Formal  Review** 

Total 

Program 

Total 

Automobi  le 

6,350 

4,510 

3,650 

14,510 

7,600 

22,110 

Muni 

4,990 

3,560 

2,900 

11,450 

4,360 

15,810 

BART 

3,370 

2,400 

1,950 

7,720 

2,440 

10,160 

A/C 

1,560 

1,100 

880 

3,540 

1,240 

4,780 

SamTrans 

230 

160 

130 

520 

180 

700 

SPRR 

850 

610 

490 

1,950 

720 

2,670 

GGT 

750 

530 

430 

1,710 

620 

2,330 

Ferry 

160 

110 

90 

360 

140 

500 

Walk 

1,390 

1,210 

1,490 

4,090 

340 

4,430 

18,650 

14,1$0 

12,010 

45,850 

17,640 

63,490 

Convention 

Center  (maximum  attendance  day)*** 

12,000 

29,600 

*  Projections  based  upon  distribution  shown  in  Table  C-10,  Appendix  C,  p.  C-13. 
**  Individual  buildings  are  listed  in  Table  C-8,  Appendix  C,  p.  C-7.  Two 
buildings  under  construction  (Convention  Plaza  and  Verba  Buena  West)  and  two 
approved  buildings  (National  Maritime  Union  and  an  Office  Bldg.  on  SB-1)  that 
are  part  of  the  Main  Program  that  have  been  included  in  Table  C-8.    The  travel 
from  these  four  developments  has  been  included  as  part  of  the  Main  Program  and 
does  not  appear  as  part  of  the  non-YBC  cumulative  development. 
***  The  convention  center  (on  a  maximum  attendance  day)  is  shown  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program  for  purposes  of  comparison  with  other  tables  in  this  supplement 
and  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  convention  center  is  actually  part  of  existing 
conditions  as  it  is  already  in  use. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associ ates.  Inc. 
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In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has 
been  used  to  estimate  employment  and  the  resultant  transportation 
impacts  of  both  the  Main  Program  and  cumulative  development.  An 
alternative  type  of  approach  is  to  forecast  travel  demand  based  upon 
regional  projections  of  future  employment  (employment  trend 
approach). /I a/    Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171,  contains  a 
discussion  of  the  differences  between  the  two  approaches. 

The  following  notes  are  added  on  p.  149,  following  note  /I/: 

/la/  The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  Environmental  Review 
(OER),  has  issued  a  memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the 
subject  of  the  differences  in  the  land-use  and  employment  trend 
approaches,  and  recommending  that  both  approaches  be  used  in  future 
EIRs  to. give  a  more  balanced  assessment  of  future  peak  transportation 
demand.    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available  from  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor.  The 
memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the 
two  approaches  and  also  gives  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 

Transit 


Capacities  and  Load  Factors:  1981  and  1988 
COMMENT 

"In  order  to  be  informative,  the  transit  ridership  table  on  p.  157  should  also 
include  columns  stating  1981  capacities  and  load  factors,  and  1988  load 
factors  based  on  present  capacities,  and  1988  load  factors  based  on  estimated 
1988  capacities. "    (Carl  Imparatoj 

RESPONSE 

The  transit  impacts  section  is  updated  to  incorporate  analysis  of 
cumulative  impacts  based  upon  the  August  6,  1982  cumulative  list  from  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.    As  part  of  the  revisions,  the  existing 
ridership  counts  were  updated  with  more  recent  data.    Table  C-6, 
Appendix  C,  shows  the  revised  existing  data.    Table  16,  showing  transit 
conditions,  is  revised  to  show  future  load  factors  based  upon  proposed 
transit  agency  Five-Year  plan  capacities  as  well  as  future  load  factors 
based  upon  existing  capacities. 


Capacity  and  Seated  Capacity 
COMMENT 

"Page  258,  we  should  include  a  table  of  all  Muni  lines  involved  that  show  -- 
that  will  show  actual  situation.    Using  the  number  1.0  means  a  hundred  fifty 
percent  of  capacity.    This  Table  C-6  seems  misleading.    Our  0.80  may  mean  a 
hundred  thirty  percent  of  capacity,  and  on  some  Muni  lines  it  may  be  much 
worse,  perhaps  as  much  as  a  hundred  eighty  percent.    We  need  to  have  a  true 
picture  of  how  the  Muni  crowding  --  that  the  Muni  crowding  will  be." 
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"P.  156,  3rd  paragraph,  last  line  -  Is  'available'  [the]  right  word?  [Is] 
'necessary'  has  been  included  in  the  1988  Base  a  better  word?    Or  don't  I 
understand  [the]  meaning?"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Table  C-7,  which  is  added  to  Appendix  C  (following  p.  C&R-171  of  this 
document)  shows  line-by-line  Muni  loadings  with  load  factors  based  upon 
existing  capacity  only.    Proposed  capacity  increases  are  not  shown  in 
Table  C-7.    Table  C-6  presents  existing  conditions  on  each  transit  agency 
in  terms  of  seated  capacity  and  recommended  maximum  (total)  seated  and 
standing  capacity  used.    It  can  be  noted  in  Table  C-6,  for  Muni,  that  90% 
of  total  capacity  used  corresponds  to  134%  of  seated  capacity  used. 
Seated  capacity  calculations  are  only  shown  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

Capacity  of  transit  vehicles,  as  it  has  been  used  in  the  EIR,  has  been 
assumed  to  be  recommended  maximum  capacity  as  defined  by  each  transit 
agency.    The  actual  values  used  are  shown  in  Table  C-6,  Appendix  C,  at  the 
bottom  of  the  page.    The  load  factor  calculation  is  made  by  dividing 
ridership  by  recommended  maximum  capacity.    Thus,  a  load  factor  of  1.0  is 
equivalent  to  100%  of  recommended  maximum  capacity  being  used.  Load 
factors  in  excess  of  1.0  indicate  loadings  in  excess  of  recommended 
maximum  seated  and  standing  capacity. 

The  intent  of  the  sentence  in  the  3rd  paragraph  on  p.  156  of  the  EIR  is  to 
explain  that  the  spreading  of  peak-period  conditions  is  constrained  by  the 
amount  of  transit  capacity  avai lable.    This  paragraph  is  revised  to 
incorporate  the  updated  cumulative  analysis. 


The  transit  impacts  section  on  pp.  156-157  is  replaced  by  the  following, 
in  order  to  reflect  an  updated  cumulative  impacts  analysis,  based  on  the 
list  of  cumulative  projects  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10,  and  to 
incorporate  text  changes  in  response  to  the  Transit  comments,  above. 

Transit  Impacts.    An  analysis  was  made  of  the  cumulative  transit 
impacts  due  to  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  as  set  forth  in 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  Guidel ines.    The  analysis  was 
conducted  on  a  system  level  which  considered  only  the  lines  or  blocks 
of  lines  that  serve  YBC,  and  not  the  entire  transit  system.    As  a 
"worst  case",  this  analysis  assumes  no  expansion  in  the  transit 
system  and  the  results  are  not  dependent  on  increased  City,  State  or 
Federal  funding.    If  existing  City,  State  or  Federal  funding  were  to 
decrease,  operating  conditions  on  the  Muni  and  other  carriers  would 
be  expected  to  deteriorate.    Conversely,  if  City,  State,  and  Federal 
funding  were  to  increase  over  existing  levels,  operating  conditions 
would  be  expected  to  improve. 
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The  results  of  the  transit  analysis  are  shown  in  Table  16,  below. 
The  table  shows  projected  ridership  for  the  1988  Base  condition, 
which  includes  the  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative 
office  development  (outside  YBC)  and  the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
net  new  retail  development  (outside  YBC).    The  1988  Base  condition 
also  includes  existing  ridership,  and  riders  from  the  Convention 
Center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program.    Ridership  for  all 
proposed  uses  in  the  Main  Program,  and  load  factors  based  upon 
existing  capacity  are  also  shown  in  Table  16.    As  all  of  the  transit 
agencies  have  five-year  plans  for  improving  service,  load  factors 
based  upon  capacity  proposed  to  occur  in  the  current  five-year  plan 
cycle  (1982-1987)  for  each  transit  agency  are  also  shown  in 
Table  16.    Proposed  capacities  are  shown  in  Appendix  C,  following 
p.  C&R-171. 

The  Main  Program  (excluding  the  Convention  Center)  would  generate 
approximately  2,500  outbound  p.m.  peak-hour  Muni  trips.    The  increase 
due  to  the  Main  Program  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  would  represent 
about  18%  of  the  increase  in  cumulative  development  demand  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  (projects  included  in  the  cumulative  demand 
calculation  are  listed  in  Table  C-8,  Appendix  C,  p.  C-10.    Line  by 
line  Muni  loading  projections  are  shown  in  Appendix  C,  Table  C-7. 

Under  the  1988  Base  conditions,  after  the  addition  of  the  ridership 
from  the  projected  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative 
office  and  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development 
demand  on  most  of  the  affected  Muni  lines  would  exceed  existing 
(1982)  capacity.    This  would  also  be  the  case  for  BART  transbay. 
Southern  Pacific  and  SamTrans.    These  conditions  are  shown  in  Table 
16  in  the  1988  Base  column  under  existing  capacity  Load  Factors, 
where  load  factors  exceed  1.00.    Addition  of  the  Main  Program 
ridership  to  the  1988  Base  ridership  would  cause  demand  on  A-C 
Transit  to  exceed  existing  capacity. 

As  cumulative  demand  increases,  the  length  of  time  of  peak  loadings 
would  increase,  spreading  peak-of-the-peak  conditions  over  time.  As 
some  lines  only  operate  during  heavy  demand  periods  (for  example, 
express  service  for  one  to  two  hours  during  peak  periods),  there  may 
not  be  additional  capacity  available  to  allow  spreading  over  time 
without  adding  more  runs.    (Additional  runs  may  not  require  increases 
in  vehicle  fleet  size  as  the  additional  runs  would  be  extending  the 
peak  period  level  of  service  over  a  longer  period  of  time. 
Additional  runs  would  cause  increases  in  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  and  would  generate  additional  revenue  from  increased  farebox 
return. ) 


C&R-94 


to 
u 


o 

Q. 
O 

u 
a. 

s 

t— 


a 
< 
o 


u 

Q. 


o 


< 
o 


1/1 


V  CL 

<o  c 

00 

as  X 

00 


a<  eo 

r<»  If) 

o 

cn 

• 

• 

d  d 

d 

d  d 

§  :2 

1.  3 
4-*  O 


LO  in 

00 

00 

CM  <M 

o 

n 

o 

d  d 

d 

d 

d  d 

0)  a. 

1/1 

C 

O 

CD  •<- 

m 

CM  0» 

00  z: 

d 

00 

«—  3 

CO 

O 


«0  Q 

d  d 


0) 

> 
e 
o 


1. 


VO 

00 

CM 

00 

CM 

CO  00 

o 

o 

• 

• 

• 

•  • 

d 

o 

o  o 

O 

> 
> 


E 
3 

u 

CO 
00 


C 


T5 
C 


9) 


X 

o 
o 


1/1 

3 


Ol 

c 


>1 
u 
o 


E 
■♦-> 
u 

o. 

0) 

o 


CM 

CO 

« 

C 

<o 

*>  t 

a; 

u  o 

u 

u 

<u 

c 

a. 

o 


00 


o 

O 

•  6 

OD 

4-) 

Ol 

>- 

01 

th 

CM 

00 

eo 

VO  CTi 

0) 

3 

o  -e 

VO  C*! 

■o 

■o 

4-> 

>> 

d 

d 

d 

d 

o  o 

lA 

a. 

o  w 

4-> 
3 

•4->  W 

u  c 

CL 

O 

<fl 

JC 

T3 

</) 

O) 


Lf)  VO 


X 

VO 


X  X 

rv.  00 


I. 

CL. 

</> 

«  c 

CO  ■— 

00  z 

00 

9>  l/t 


o  o 

o 

o 

o 

o  o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o 

o  o 

vn  VO 

00 

CO 

LO 

VO  CM 

• 

m 

<M 

VO  •— 

o 
o 
vr> 


o  o 
o  o 
9t  vr> 


o 
o 


o 
o 


8 


O  O 

o 

O 

o 

o  o 

o 

o 

o 

CM 

• 

• 

CO  a> 

CO 

CM 

CM 

OS 

ss 

8 

03 

so  9 

VO 

* 

SP 

CM 

m  VO 

9) 

l/l  A 

C  4-> 

fO  W1 
t—  J.  0* 
Q£  t-  3 


§  8 

CM 


g  ;2 


88 


88 

CM  CM 


88 

LO  CO 


Of  !ij 
■tJ  ° 

CO 

1.  >» 
c  o  u 

•O  O  O) 


0) 

> 

O) 
■D 

Ol 
> 


■o 


l/l 
1. 

u 

91 


-O  O  0> 

o  •<- 
>—  «  1. 


Ol 

u 
u 
c 


■f 

•  Ol 

u 


01  -o  X 

£  C  ro 
4J  01  E 

0  «t  -o 

01 

01  C  T3 
10  01 


id 


_  I 

01  u 
u 

I.  -o  _ 
01  C  (. 
Q.  <0  «— » 

iQ  00  91 
I  C 
vn  O 

lO  4-> 

t/»  (/) 
a.  01 
— -  •—  X 

l/l 

V  S 
;o  _c  Q. 

u 


c  «  o 

lO  r— 

■C  O.  c 
4^  o 

I/)  <e  4J 
«/)  0)  <o 
01  >-  1^ 

01  o. 
t/i  >  E 
—  ^  o 

*J  l/t  <0 

y  £ 

<0  (J  o 
Q.  C 
(O  01  "O 
(J  O)  V 

E  <o 

3  £  J3 

E  o 
>o  « 

X  01  01 
lO  4J 

■o  — 

01  "O  K 

0)  l«_  Q. 
E  ••-  Q. 

0  id 

U  Q.  l/l 

01  (rt 


01 


E  E  -  - 
<a  Q  Q  l/l 
(-  i.  £  le 

glg,./!^ 

U  U  1/1  k 

a.  a.  ■«-  o 
le  le  u  <^ 

^  z  i 

Q.-0 

01  o>  o  <e 
£  £  >—  o 

4^  »—    01  -J 

>  41 
<«-  «    01  « 


■O  >i  l/l 

01  4J  U 

l/l  01 

=  «2 

Ol  a  u 
e  <e 


i! 


■O  3 

>l  l« 
4J  O  CM 
Q.0O 
<J  O  Ol 

>«  i.  •— 

0.0. 


■o 

01 

■o 


01 

ii 
> 

c 
5 


o 


u 


(-) 
a: 

8 

1/1 


C&R-95 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Cumulative 


Assuming  that  existing  funding  continues  and  proposed  expansion 
occurs,  the  future  load  factors  on  the  transit  agencies  would  be  as 
shown  in  Table  16  under  the  Proposed  Capacity  Load  Factor  Loading 
columns.    Average  future  loadings  on  Muni  would  be  over  capacity  for 
both  the  1988  Base  condition  and  after  addition  of  the  Main  Program 
ridership.    Average  loadings  on  both  BART  Transbay  and  Westbay, 
including  ridership  from  the  Main  Program  and  from  the  projected 
15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  office  development 
and  the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development, 
would  not  be  over  capacity  with  the  anticipated  five-year  plan 
capacity  increase.    A-C  Transit  does  not  have  any  increases  proposed 
for  its  transbay  service  and  would,  therefore,  be  operating  at  98%  of 
its  recommended  maximum  capacity  under  1988  Base  conditions. 
Addition  of  the  Main  Program  demand  (excluding  the  Convention  Center) 
would  cause  loadings  on  A-C  Transit  to  exceed  capacity.  Average 
future  loadings  on  SamTrans  would  be  under  seated  capacity  when  the 
anticipated  capacity  becomes  available.    Southern  Pacif ic/CalTrain 
does  not  have  any  proposals  to  increase  seated  capacity  and  would, 
therefore,  operate  in  excess  of  its  recommended  maximum  capacity 
under  the  1988  Base  conditions  as  well  as  after  addition  of  the  Main 
Program  demand.    Average  future  loadings  (including  the  cumulative 
demand  and  the  Main  Program  demand)  on  Golden  Gate  Transit  would  not 
exceed  capacity  when  the  proposed  additions  become  available. 


Mixed-Vehicle  Impacts 


Intersection  Level  of  Service 
COMMENTS 

"Looking  at  1981  level  of  any  intersection  South  of  Market,  including  the 
building  boom,  exclusive  of  YBC.    We  doubt  --  I  doubt  level  C  or  D 
conclusion.    Please  check  data  from  recent  EIR's.    That  data  should  be  used 
for  base,  plus  cumulative  plan,  plus  Main  Program  in  table  form." 

"...it  doesn't  show  any  level  F,  and  at  Planning  we  all  know  that  Main,  Beale, 
and  other  streets  have  long  since  been  level  F.    This  EIR  assumes  people  won't 
be  heading  for  freeways  and  other  clogged  intersection." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  mixed-vehicle  impacts  section  is  updated  (see  p.  C&R-96)  to 
incorporate  the  revised  cumulative  methodology.    Table  17  is  revised  in 
this  new  section  to  show  the  projected  effects  of  known  cumulative 
development.    The  intersections  shown  in  Table  17  are  those  that  would  be 
most  directly  affected  by  the  YBC  Main  Program.    The  assumptions  about 
traffic  assignments  are  discussed  in  Appendix  F  of  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in  the 
revised  Appendix  C,  of  this  Comments  and  Responses  document. 
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The  effect  of  revising  the  cumulative  traffic  demand  has  been  to  slightly 
alter  the  1988  Base  volume  to  capacity  ratios.    Levels  of  Service  are 
unchanged  from  the  values  originally  shown  in  the  draft  Supplement  with 
the  exception  of  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets  which 
shifts  from  D  to  C  (v/c  decrease  from  0.03  to  0.79).    This  change  is  a 
result  of  replacing  the  use  of  a  limited  cumulative  list  and  a  nominal 
growth  rate  which  would  account  for  non-analyzed  growth  with  the 
comprehensive  list  of  downtown  development  shown  in  Table  C-8,  p.  C-7. 

Recently  published  data  (i.e.  135  Main  St.  Draft  Supplement)  show  that 
future  conditions  at  the  Main  St.  and  Beale  St.  intersections  with  Mission 
St.  would  be  at  Level  of  Service  F  assuming  that  existing  travel  patterns 
continue  and  that  no  intersection  improvements  are  made.    Addition  of 
traffic  from  the  Main  Program  would  add  to  the  congestion  at  these 
intersections  if  capacity  were  available. 


Cumulative  Impacts  on  Major  SF  Gateways 
COMMENT 

"What  will  be  the  impacts  of  these  vehicles  on  major  thoroughfares  (US  101, 
1-80,  Lombard  Street,  etc)?    Please  use  transportation  flow  models,  corridor 
capacities,  present  loadings  and  cumulative  growth  to  estimate  backups  on 
freeways  and  freeway  ramps,  at  toll  plazas,  and  other  figures  of  merit." 
(Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Estimates  of  Main  Program  traffic  increases  on  major  thoroughfares  can  be 
made  on  the  assumption  that  existing  travel  patterns  would  remain 
constant.    Traffic  impacts,  as  analyzed  in  this  EIR,  are  dependent  upon 
the  availability  of  parking  in  the  YBC  area  and  of  sufficient  highway 
capacity.    Table  17  analyzes  traffic  impacts  from  cumulative  office 
development  downtown  and  from  the  Main  Program  at  several  intersections 
near  freeway  access  points  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC.    The  analyzed 
intersections  serve  the  Downtown  and,  consequently,  traffic  to  and  from 
the  Downtown  can  be  assumed  to  constitute  the  majority  of  traffic  using 
the  intersections.    Thus,  as  the  analysis  projects  downtown  traffic 
increases,  any  error  from  non-downtown  traffic  that  has  not  been  analyzed 
can  be  assumed  to  be  within  the  level  of  accuracy  of  the  analysis. 
Downtown  San  Francisco  traffic  cannot  necessarily  be  assumed  to  make  up 
the  major  traffic  component  on  facilities  serving  regional  traffic,  such 
as  toll  plazas  and  freeways.    For  example,  some  sizeable,  but  unknown, 
proportion  of  the  peak-hour  traffic  on  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay 
Bridge  commutes  between  the  East  Bay  and  the  north  Peninsula;  both  1-80 
and  U.S.  101  carry  regional  and  interstate  traffic,  including  trucks, 
through  the  City.    In  this  case  the  magnitude  of  error  that  would  result 
from  not  projecting  non-downtown  traffic  increases  would  invalidate  the 
results  of  analysis  that  projects  only  downtown  traffic  increases. 
Regional  projections  of  traffic  flow  would  require  a  data  base  that 
currently  does  not  exist.    Estimates  of  impacts  caused  by  increases  in  one 
component  of  the  traffic  stream  without  accurate  estimates  of  increases  in 
the  remainder  of  the  traffic  stream  would  not  produce  accurate  results. 
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Accurate  projections  of  regional  traffic  impacts  would  require  information 
about  future  modal  splits  and  the  elasticity  of  driver  choice  of  travel 
routes.    As  an  example,  of  the  100,000  vehicles  that  use  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge  on  a  weekday,  only  a  fraction  are  traveling 
to  Downtown.    The  rest  are  headed  for  other  destinations  in  the  North  Bay, 
on  the  Peninsula,  or  further  south  to  Santa  Clara  and  Santa  Cruz 
counties.    Alternative  routes  to  most  of  the  destinations  currently  exist, 
although  most  travel  times  are  longer  than  travel  times  on  routes  using 
the  Bay  Bridge.    If  the  downtown  share  of  Bay  Bridge  traffic  were  to 
increase  congestion  on  the  Bay  Bridge  to  the  point  that  alternative  routes 
become  attractive,  then  some  drivers  with  destinations  other  than  San 
Francisco  could  be  expected  to  shift  routes.    Alternatively,  people 
currently  driving  might  shift  to  transit  or  ridesharing.    If  shifts  of 
mode  or  route  occurred  at  a  large  scale,  the  travel  patterns  in  the  region 
would  change  sufficiently  to  invalidate  assumptions  necessary  to  project 
traffic  impacts. 

Based  on  the  assumption  that  existing  modal  split  and  residential  patterns 
would  continue  unchanged  into  the  future  it  is  possible  to  assign  downtown 
vehicle  trips  to  the  major  corridors  serving  San  Francisco.    As  stated 
above,  this  process  does  not  project  non-downtown  growth  and,  thus  is 
presented  in  the  text  revision  below  for  comparative  purposes  only. 


The  second  paragraph  under  Mixed  Vehicles  on  p.  158  of  the  EIR  is  replaced 
with  the  following,  in  order  to  reflect  an  updated  cumulative  impacts 
analysis,  based  on  the  list  of  cumulative  projects  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9, 
pp.  C-7  -  C-10,  and  to  incorporate  text  changes  in  response  to  the 
Mixed-Vehicle  Impact  comments,  above. 

Table  17  shows  the  impact  of  Main-Program-related  traffic  at  seven 
intersections  in  YBC.    The  1988  base  values  include  traffic  increases 
from  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  office  space  and 
0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  space  (Appendix  C, 
p.  C-10).    The  Convention  Center  has  been  included  as  part  of  the 
1988  Base  conditions.    All  other  YBC  development  has  been  treated  as 
part  of  the  Main  Program.    The  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts. 
is  currently  in  Level  of  Service  D  conditions  because  of  construction 
lane  blockage  associated  with  outgoing  construction.    Without  the 
lane  blocked,  the  intersection  would  operate  in  Level  of  Service  B. 
Assuming  that  intersection  capacities  would  remain  at  1981  levels, 
the  seven  intersections  would  be  brought  to  no  worse  than  Level  of 
Service  C  operation  during  the  peak  hours  by  the  cumulative 
development  traffic.    Addition  of  the  Main  Program  traffic  would 
change  the  Levels  of  Service  from  Level  C  to  D  conditions  during  the 
peak  hour  at  three  of  the  intersections.    Increases  in  pedestrian 
activity  in  YBC  would  cause  more  delay  to  turning  vehicles  at 
intersections  in  the  YBC  vicinity. 
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Transportation  -  Cumulative 


Table  17  on  p.    159  is  replaced  with  the  following: 


TABLE  17:  PROJECTED  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  (V/C) 
RATIOS 


1981/2        1988  Base**     1988  Base+Main  Program 
Intersection  V/^       TOS*   V7C        LOS*         V7C  LOS* 


P.M.  Peak  Hour 


Fourth  and  Market 

0.57 

A 

0.65 

B 

0.76 

C 

Fourth  and  Mission 

0.65 

B 

0.73 

C 

0.79 

c 

Fourth  and  Howard 

0.85*** 

D 

0.71 

C 

0.84 

D 

Fourth  and  Harrison 

0.65 

B 

0.79 

C 

0.87 

D 

A.M.  Peak  Hour 

Third  and  Mission 

0.68 

B 

0.75 

C 

0.80 

C 

Third  and  Market 

0.58 

A 

0.66 

B 

0.67 

B 

Fourth  and  Bryant 

0.55 

A 

0.66 

C 

0.81 

D 

LOS  -  Level  of  Service 

**     1988  Base  includes  existing  traffic,  traffic  from  the  15.3 

million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  development  and  the 
0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development  (listed 
in  Table  C-8,  p.  C-7)  outside  YBC  and  traffic  from  the 
convention  center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program. 

***    Some  restriction  at  intersection  due  to  lane  closure  for 
construction.    1988  values  assume  no  closure. 
See  Appendix  C,  Table  C-5,  for  definition  of  Levels  of  Service 
and  Table  C-4  for  lane  capacities  at  Level  of  Service. 
Based  upon  manual  intersection  counts  made  by  TJKM  in  December, 
1981. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


The  following  paragraph  is  inserted  on  p.  158  following  the  third 
paragraph: 

Based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  modal  split,  cumulative 
downtown  development  not  including  the  Main  Program  would  add 
approximately  2,200  vehicle  to  the  Bay  Bridge  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.    The  Bay  Bridge  currently  carries  17,800  vehicles  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour.    The  cumulative  downtown  development,  not  including  the 
the  traffic  contributions  from  the  Main  Program,  would  represent 
about  10%  of  existing  traffic  levels.    The  Main  Program  would  add 
about  1,300  additional  vehicles  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  currently  carries  11,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.    Cumulative  downtown  development  not  including  the  Main  Program 
would  generate  an  additional  2,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
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The  Main  Program  would  create  demand  for  about  800  vehicles  during 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.    It  is  likely  that  most 
of  these  vehicles  would  approach  the  Bridge  on  Lombard  St. 
Cumulative  downtown  development  not  including  the  Main  Program  would 
add  about  2,700  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  two  freeways 
(US  101  and  1-280)  that  serve  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  Counties. 
These  freeways  combined  currently  carry  about  26,400  vehicles  in  the 
p.m.  peak  hour.    The  Main  Program  would  add  about  1,000  vehicles  to 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  on  the  freeways  serving  the  Peninsula. /lb/ 

Footnote  /lb/  is  inserted  following  footnote  /la/  on  p.  165. 

/lb/  Traffic  counts  from  1981  Traffic  Volumes  on  California  State 
Highways,  CalTrans,  April  1982. 

Parking 


Cumulative  Parking  Demand 
COMMENT 

"The  cumulative  parking  demand  due  to  projects  outside  YBC  (14,800  +  2,530 
spaces)  seems  far  too  low,  even  for  the  inadequate  cumulative  impact  level 
used.    The  Spear/Main  EIR  estimated  an  18,000  space  demand,  based  on 
additional  9  million  square  feet  of  development.    Thus,  even  for  the  low 
figure  of  18  million  square  feet  cited  on  p.  54,  cumulative  parking  demand 
could  be  for  35,000  spaces,  more  than  twice  that  noted  in  this  Draft  EIR. 
Please  rectify  this  discrepancy."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  cumulative  parking  demand  calculations  are  revised  to  include  demand 
from  cumulative  office  and  retail  development  in  the  greater  downtown  area 
(see  revised  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171).    Cumulative  office  and 
retail  development,  not  including  the  Main  Program,  would  generate  demand 
for  about  14,800  long-term  parking  spaces  and  about  1,600  short-term 
parking  spaces. 


Temporary  Spaces 
COMMENT 

"It  is  difficult  to  determine  the  overall  parking  impact  of  the  Main  Program, 
because  there  is  no  figure  given  for  the  number  of  temporary  parking  spaces 
presently  in  the  YBC  Project  site.    What  is  the  total  number  of  spaces  on  the 
project  site  today?    How  many  spaces  would  be  removed  under  the  Main  Program? 
Please  show  the  actual  total  parking  deficit  due  to  the  Main  Program  (10,000 
space  demand  generated,  plus  number  of  existing  spaces  removed,  minus 
off-street  spaces  provided] . "    (Carl  Imparato) 
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RESPONSE 

There  are  currently  approximately  1,780  temporary  parking  spaces  in  YBC 
that  remain  to  be  removed  from  the  Project  Area  under  the  Main  Program. 
The  Main  Program  proposes  3,320  accessory  spaces  and  1,896  public  spaces, 
for  a  net  increase  of  3,440  spaces  over  the  present.    It  should  be  noted 
that  the  temporary  spaces  are  an  interim  land  use  between  clearance  and 
construction,  and  were  never  intended  to  be  a  long-term  land  use  in  YBC. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  160  of  the  Supplement  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Main  Program  has  the  potential  to  provide  approximately  5,220 
off-street  parking  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would  also  remove  about 
1,780  existing  temporary  parking  spaces.    Thus  the  net  deficit  for 
the  Main  Program  would  be  about  6,500  spaces. /3/ 


Existing  Excess  Parking  Capacity 
COMMENTS 

"Any  alleged  need  for  more  parking  should  be  met  by  the  excess  capacity  of 
parking  already  existing  nearby  as  well  as  by  public  transportation.    We  do 
acknowledge  the  need  for  parking  for  convention  exhibitors  and  for  residents, 
as  well  as  a  minimal  amount  for  handicapped  and  otherwise  burdened  visitors." 

"The  2nd  Supplement  EIR  does  not  recognize  the  problem  we  identify  but  fails 
to  address  it  sufficiently  with  mitigating  measures.    It  fails  in  its  analysis 
to  identify  already  available  parking  which  surely  could  meet  some  portion  of 
the  projected  increased  demand.    (Garages  such  as  Fifth  and  Mission  and  The 
Hearst  Building  Garage  appear  to  have  considerable  space  available.)" 
(Tony  Ki Iroy) 

RESPONSE 

The  revised  cumulative  parking  analysis  takes  into  account  existing  unused 
spaces.    Use  of  excess  transit  capacity  to  reduce  the  increase  in  parking 
demand  is  as  specified  in  the  Master  Plan  (see  p.  161  of  the  EIR). 
However,  as  discussed  under  the  Responses  to  Neighborhood  Parking  and 
Quantification  of  Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements, 
pp.  C&R-121  and  C&R-120,  use  of  excess  transit  capacity  would  require  a 
modal  shift  from  auto  to  transit  that  would  be  entirely  dependent  upon 
individual  choice.    Any  use  of  disincentives  (i.e.,  limiting  parking  in 
the  YBC  area)  would  have  the  potential  effect  of  causing  parking  demand  to 
encroach  upon  adjacent  areas  and  residential  neighborhoods  along  comnute 
corridors  in  the  City. 

The  third  paragraph  on  p.  160  of  the  EIR  that  starts  "The  parking  demand 
from  each  of  the  buildings  .  .  ."  is  removed. 
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The  third  paragraph  on  p.  160  is  replaced  with  the  following,  in  order  to 
reflect  an  ijpdated  cumulative  impacts  analysis,  based  on  the  list  of 
cumulative  projects  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  -  C-10,  and  to 
incorporate  text  changes  in  response  to  the  Parking  comments,  above. 

Using  the  methodology  described  in  Appendix  C,  following  p.  C&R-171, 
long-term  parking  demand  for  the  Convention  Center  and  the  15.3 
million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  cumulative  office  development  and 
the  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net  new  retail  development  proposed 
in  the  greater  downtown  area  has  been  calculated  to  be  about  14,800 
spaces.    The  Main  Program  (excluding  the  Convention  Center)  would 
create  a  long-term  parking  demand  of  7,500  spaces  for  a  total 
long-term  demand  of  22,300  long-term  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would 
be  34%  of  the  total  long-term  demand  in  the  downtown.    The  short-term 
parking  demand  from  the  cumulative  office  and  retail  development 
would  be  about  1,600  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would  add  demand  for 
2,500  spaces  for  a  total  short-term  demand  of  about  4,000  spaces. 
The  Main  Program  would  be  60%  of  the  total  short-term  demand.  The 
total  parking  demand  (both  long  and  short-term)  would  be  26,300 
spaces  of  which  the  Main  Program  would  be  33%. 

A  recent  survey  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  shows  that  there 
are  about  37,000  off-street  parking  spaces  in  the  C-3  district  and  an 
additional  6,500  spaces  in  the  area  bounded  by  The  Embarcadero, 
Folsom,  Eighth  and  Bryant  Streets. /4A/    Based  on  average  occupancy, 
about  4,100  spaces  are  available  on  a  daily  basis.    The  Main  Program 
would  have  the  potential  to  provide  5,200  spaces  for  a  total  of 
9,300  spaces.    The  Main  Program  would  also  displace  about  1,800 
existing  temporary  spaces.    The  cumulative  demand  for  the  whole 
downtown  area  including  YBC  would  create  a  theoretical  net  deficit  of 
14,700  spaces. 

Parking  demand  has  been  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns  and  is 
not  dependent  upon  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  or  by  the 
abilty  of  the  freeway  and  bridge  system  to  carry  the  additional 
demand.    Freeway  and  bridge  capacity  into  downtown  is  essentially 
fixed  at  existing  levels  as  major  construction  would  be  required  to 
add  new  capacity.    Therefore,  the  net  deficit  of  14,700  spaces  does 
not  mean  that  14,700  autos  would  be  driving  on  City  streets  in  search 
of  parking.    Rather,  the  travel  demand  represented  by  the  parking 
deficit  would  most  likely  shift  to  ridesharing  or  transit.  Increased 
ridesharing  would  not  only  reduce  parking  demand  but  would  also 
reduce  traffic  impacts  from  the  worst-case  impacts  shown  in  Table  17, 
p.  C&R-99.    Increased  transit  use  would  add  to  the  demands  on  the 
regional  and  local  transit  systems,  particularly  Muni. 

The  deficit  may  be  less  than  this  estimate  as  the  parking  survey  did 
not  inventory  parking  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  the  areas  west  of 
Eighth  Street,  south  of  Bryant  Street  or  north  of  Washington  Street 
(all  of  which  contain  proposed  projects  which  are  included  in  the 
cumulative  analysis).    The  survey  did  indicate  that  inside  the  study 
area  about  6,000  parking  spaces  have  been  added  since  1967  and 
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approximately  1,400  are  proposed  to  be  added  (exclusive  of  parking 
spaces  to  be  provided  in  Verba  Buena  Center). 

An  alternative  approach  to  calculating  the  short-term  parking  deficit 
is  to  project  the  short-term  parking  demand  that  might  be  expected  to 
compete  for  the  parking  on  the  project  area.    Not  all  of  the 
cumulative  1,630-space  short-term  demand  would  attempt  to  park  in  the 
project  area  as  not  all  of  the  cumulative  projects  would  be  located 
near  YBC.    The  assumption  that  short-term  parkers  would  attempt  to 
park  within  a  5  minute  walk  of  their  destinations  (approximately 
1,000  feet)  was  used  to  define  the  area  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
Main  Program  short-term  parking  demand. 

Within  the  near  vicinity  (about  1,000  feet)  of  the  YBC  area  are 
approximately  8,750  commercially  available  off-street  parking 
spaces.    About  420  of  these  spaces  are  located  on  sites  of  projects 
approved  or  under  formal  review  and  about  1,780  are  located  on 
parcels  in  the  YBC  area  that  would  be  developed  under  the  Main 
Program.    Average  daytime  occupancy  in  the  unaffected  spaces  is 
approximately  81%  with  about  1,210  spaces  open  at  any  one  time. 

Cumulative  short-term  parking  demand  from  YBC  and  from  buildings 
proposed  and  under  construction  near  YBC  (that  would  compete  for  the 
parking  within  1,000  ft.  of  YBC)  is  projected  to  be  2,780  spaces. 
The  Main  Program  would  represent  about  90%  of  this  demand.    The  net 
cumulative  short-term  parking  in  the  area  within  1,000  ft.  of  YBC, 
including  the  5,220  spaces  in  YBC,  would  be  able  to  meet  the 
cumulative  short-term  demand.    This  calculation  does  not  take  into 
account  any  competition  from  long-term  parkers. 

The  following  note  is  added  to  p.  165  following  note  /4/: 

/4A/  Inventory  of  Off -Street  Parking  Spaces.  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,  May  24,  1982. 


NON-CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION-RELATED  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Pedestrians 

Pedestrian  Routes 

COMMENT 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Pedestrians,  pg.  152:    'Principal  pedestrian  routes'  on  Third 
and  Fourth  St.  would  certainly  include  the  Folsom-Howard  blocks  as  well,  given 
proposed  Southern  Blocks  developments;  text  is  in  error."    (John  Elberling) 
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RESPONSE 

Pedestrian  travel  to  the  Convention  Center  would  be  about  40%  of  the  p.m. 
peak-hour  travel  in  the  YBC  area.    The  majority  of  Convention  Center 
pedestrian  travel  has  been  assumed  to  be  to  and  from  the  north  of  Market 
area  where  hotel,  retail  and  transit  services  are  concentrated.    For  this 
reason.  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  north  of  Howard  have  been  described  as 
principal  pedestrian  routes.    Without  the  Convention  Center  attendance  the 
pedestrian  flows  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  155,  would  be  considerably  less  and 
pedestrian  travel  would  be  distributed  more  uniformly  over  sidewalks  on 
Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  from  Folsom  St.  to  Market  St. 

The  first  sentence  under  "Pedestrian  Impacts"  on  p.  152  is  amended  to  read 

Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  north  of  Howard  St.  would  be  the  principle 
pedestrian  routes  through  YBC  during  days  that  the  Convention  Center 
is  in  use. 


Crowded  Sidewalks  and  Pedestrian  Safety 

COMMENTS 

"There's  discussion  about  crowded  sidewalks,  and  we  need  to  know  what  kind  of 
project  would  make  sidewalks  passable."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"The  garage  entrances  will  reduce  sidewalk  space  for  pedestrians  further,  and 
even  now  the  sidewalks  are  too  narrow  to  accommodate  the  number  of 
pedestrians."    (Doris  Kahn) 

"Text  properly  notes  future  'crowded'  conditions  on  sidewalks,  but  omits  note 
of  the  particular  vulnerability  of  the  YBC  area's  elderly  population  to  this 
impact.    At  such  levels,  both  the  real  and  perceived  lack  of  pedestrian  safety 
for  the  elderly  may  result  in  an  involuntary  ' impri sionment '  of  elderly 
residents,  especially  those  with  impaired  mobility,  within  their  elderly 
housing  projects." 

"A  second  major  concern  of  the  Consortium's  members  are  the  problems  of 
pedestrian  safety.    ...I  mean  safety  in  terms  of  auto  traffic. . .What  it  [the 
EIR]  fails  to  note  is  that  obviously  the  elderly  and  handicapped  suffer  the 
most  in  any  circumstances  of  sidewalk  congest  ion. . .The  EIR  mitigation  has  to 
address  in  a  much  better  way  solving  the  pedestrian  congestion  problems  along 
Fourth  Street  in  particular."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Projections  of  future  pedestrian  conditions  (based  upon  existing  sidewalk 
widths)  are  discussed  on  pp.  152-155  of  this  EIR.    The  YBC  FEIR  contains 
discussion  of  pedestrian  conditions  for  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D. 
Mitigation  has  been  suggested  in  this  Supplement  (p.  213)  and  additional 
mitigation  is  discussed  on  pp.  C&R-108  and  C&R-109  of  this  document. 
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How  the  project  would  effect  crowded  sidewalks  depends  on  its  mix  of  uses 
at  critical  locations,  and  whether  or  not  the  combinations  of  uses  at 
these  locations  are  high  pedestrian-generators.    For  example,  uses  on  CB-1 
would  have  a  direct  effect  on  the  Fourth  St.  sidewalk  between  Mission  and 
Market  Sts.,  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  155  of  the  EIR  as  that  YBC  sidewalk 
segment  projected  to  be  most  crowded  during  the  daily  peak  15  minutes  in 
the  1988  Base  Case.    The  Main  Program  for  CB-1  includes  2,200  hotel  rooms, 
200,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  commercial  uses  and  590,000  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space.    These  three  uses,  listed  in  decreasing  order  of  total  daily 
pedestrian  trips  generated,  are  the  three  largest  generators  of  pedestrian 
trips  on  the  block.    The  retail  commercial  uses  generate  the  greatest 
number  of  pedestrian  trips  per  square  foot,  however.    Therefore,  reduction 
of  retail  commercial  space  would  be  the  most  effective  in  improving 
pedestrian  circulation  nearby.    For  example,  120,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail 
commercial  uses  would  generate  the  same  number  of  total  daily  pedestrian 
trips  from  CB-1  as  would  300  hotel  rooms  plus  213,000  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space.    It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  results  of  allowing  no  new 
construction  on  CB-1  would  improve  1988  conditions  on  Fourth  St.  sidewalks 
betweeen  Mission  and  Market  Sts.  by  less  than  one  pedestrian  level  of 
service  (see  Table  15,  p.  155  and  Table  C-3,  Appendix  C,  p.  255).    This  is 
because  contributions  from  CB-1  or  other  nearby  YBC  blocks  would  be  small 
in  comparison  with  pedestrian  traffic  generated  in  the  area  by  the  1988 
Base  Case  (which  includes  the  Convention  Center). 

Because  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  project  what  percent  of  the 
future  pedestrian  travel  mobility-impaired  persons  would  comprise,  no 
quantitative  analysis  of  pedestrian  impacts  specific  to  the 
mobility-impaired  population  in  the  YBC  area  has  been  made.  However, 
mention  of  the  particular  vulnerabl i ity  of  the  mobility-impaired  to 
"crowded"  sidewalk  conditions  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  second  full 
paragraph  on  p.  153,  as  follows:    "The  mobility-impaired  would  be  affected 
by  these  conditions,  and  would  occasionally  find  their  movement 
restricted."    It  should  be  noted  that  these  worst-case  conditions  would 
occur  only  during  maximum  attendance  at  the  Convention  Center  (24,000 
persons,  expected  to  occur  fewer  than  five  times  per  year),  AND  only  when 
this  capacity  crowd  lets  out  during  the  evening  peak  hour  (see  p.  153  of 
the  EIR).    "Crowded"  sidewalk  conditions,  therefore,  would  last  at  most 
for  a  few  hours,  less  than  five  times  per  year. 

The  Main  Program  has  not  yet  been  designed  in  sufficient  detail  to  provide 
specific  information  about  curb  cuts,  garage  entrances,  building  entrances 
and  future  sidewalk  widths.    The  level  of  analysis  in  this  Supplement  has 
been  developed  to  correspond  to  the  level  of  detail  of  the  Main  Program 
plans.    Driveway  placement  would  not  significantly  reduce  sidewalk 
capacity,  as  all  driveways  would  be  at  sidewalk  grade.    It  is  recognized, 
however,  that  driveway  placement  is  an  important  concern  for  pedestrian 
safety.    The  third  full  group  of  mitigation  measures  on  p.  211  of  the  EIR 
has  been  included  to  address  this  problem.    Restrictive  sidewalk  widths 
are  recognized  in  this  EIR.    The  projections  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  155, 
are  based  on  existing  conditions  (i.e.  available  width);  any  activity  or 
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obstruction  that  might  reduce  the  available  sidewalk  width  would  cause 
even  greater  impacts  than  those  shown  in  Table  15.    Mitigation  measures 
listed  on  the  bottom  of  p.  210  and  the  top  of  p.  211  would  reduce 
projected  sidewalk  crowding  by  increasing  effective  sidewalk  width. 


Pedestrian/Traffic  Conflicts 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Setting)  Pedestrians  Traffic  Characteristics,  pg.  79:    Both  the  FEIR 
and  the  Second  Supplement  omit  any  discussion  of  current  pedestrian  safety 
hazards  in  the  YBC  area,  a  grave  omission.    As  disussed  in  the  'YBC 
Neighborhood  Plan'  prepared  and  submitted  by  the  Consortium  to  SFRA  in  1981 
(and  which  is  enclosed,  hereby  incorporated  into  these  comments),  two 
hazardous  situations  presently  exist: 

a.  The  Fourth  and  Mission  intersection  and  adjacent  area.    Due  to  the  complex 
auto  movements  at  this  intersection,  including  entrance/exit  for  the  Fifth 
and  Mission  Garage,  left  turn  movements,  and  the  emergence  of  Minna  St. 
onto  Fourth  St.,  and  due  to  the  use  of  MUNI  'loading  island',  this  is  a 
hazardous  area.    This  is  particularly  important  since  it  lies  on  the  main 
pedestrian  route  from  Market  St.  and  the  Union  Square  area  to  the  elderly 
housing  in  Verba  Buena. 

b.  The  crossing  from  the  east  side  to  west  side  of  Fourth  St.  midblock 
between  Folsom  and  Harrison  Sts.    This  most  direct  route  from  the  elderly 
housing  in  SB-2  to  the  South  of  Market  Senior  Center  in  SB-1  is  now 
illegal  'jaywalking';  observation  shows  frequent  jaywalking  by  elderly 
residents  of  the  area." 

"Text  omits  note  of  the  further  deterioration  of  pedestrian  safety  at  two 
locations  discussed  ...  above."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Analysis  of  pedestrian  impacts  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  this  EIR  have  been  at  a 
level  of  detail  appropriate  to  the  type  of  assumptions  necessary  to 
project  future  travel  from  the  Main  Program.    Increases  in  pedestrian  and 
auto  travel  from  the  Main  Program  uses  would  be  expected  to  increase  the 
potential  for  pedestrian  accidents  in  the  YBC  area.    As  the  more  intensive 
land  uses  along  Fourth  St.  (that  would  attract  a  high  level  of  pedestrian 
activity)  would  be  located  on  CB-1,  CB-2,  and  CB-3,  while  housing  (less 
intensive  land  use)  would  be  located  on  WB-3  and  SB-1,  the  higher 
pedestrian  flows  have  been  assumed  to  occur  on  the  sidewalks  on  the  east 
side  of  Fourth  St.  rather  than  on  the  west  side. 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  80  of  the 
EIR: 
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Based  on  a  study  of  high  pedestrian  accident  locations,  the 
intersection  of  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.  has  been  ranked  13th  out  of 
the  14  intersections  studied.    During  the  period  1974  to  1979,  the 
intersection  had  7  pedestrian  accidents  (the  majority  related  to 
turning  vehicles)  compared  to  the  first  ranked  location  at  which  38 
accidents  occurred  during  the  same  5  year  period.    None  of  the  other 
13  high  accident  locations  are  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area. /2a/ 

Footnote  /2a/  is  inserted  following  footnote  HI  on  p.  83. 

/2a/  Pedestrian  Safety  Study,  "Exhibit  6:    Distribution  of  Accident 
Types"  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  1980." 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  (first 
full  paragraph)  on  p.  153: 

Increases  in  pedestrian  and  traffic  flows  in  the  YBC  area  would  be 
expected  to  increase  the  potential  for  pedestrian  accidents, 
particularly  at  locations  that  currently  have  high  potentials  for 
pedestrian-vehicle  conflicts. 


Construction  Impacts  on  Pedestrians  and  r'itigation 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Transportation  Construction  Impacts,  pg  164:    Both  the  FEIR 
and  the  Second  Supplement  omit  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  construction 
barricades,  etc,  on  pedestrians.    The  temporary  and  occassional ly  poorly 
maintained  nature  of  these  wood  sidewalks  and  other  detours  can,  due  to  lack 
of  supervision,  constitute  a  safety  hazard  because  of  changes  in  grade  level, 
failure  to  remove  debris,  broken  woodworks,  forced  detour  into  street  areas, 
etc.    In  addition,  even  well  built  and  maintained  barricades  can  give  special 
problems  to  elderly  and  handicapped  pedestrians  due  to  narrow  clearances  and 
special  problems  near  hydrants,  utility  poles,  etc.,  especially  at  periods  of 
heavy  pedestrian  flow.    This  all  should  be  reviewed  in  the  Supplement." 
(John  El berl ing) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  to  p.  154  of  the  EIR  following  the  second 
paragraph: 

The  extensive  construction  involved  in  the  N'ain  Program  and  the  YBC 
FEIR  alternatives  would  have  impact  on  the  pedestrian  environment 
through  multiple  sidewalk  closures  and  detours.    The  YBC  blocks  west 
of  Fourth  St.  are  substantially  built  out.    Therefore,  when 
construction  is  occurring  along  Fourth  St.  on  CB-1  or  CB-2,  the  west 
sidewalk  would  be  unobstructed  and  available  to  elderly  and 
handicapped  persons.    Along  Third  St.,  however,  construction  could 
occur  simultaneously  on  CB-2  and  EB-2,  resulting  in  sidewalk  closures 
and  detours  on  both  sides  of  the  street.    As  most  construction  would 
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take  place  on  the  blocks  north  of  the  Convention  Center,  activities 
at  the  Convention  Center  that  would  increase  pedestrian  travel  in  the 
area  would  potentially  overload  the  reduced  capacity  of  the 
construction  sidewalk  system. 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  p.  213  following  the  first 
paragraph: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  developers  to 
coordinate  construction  schedules  to  minimize  disruption  to  the 
sidewalk  system  that  would  occur  from  simultaneous  construction 
activity  on  both  sides  of  a  street  and  concurrent  sidewalk  closures 
or  detours;  the  amount  of  pedestrian  traffic  generated  by  attendance 
at  the  Convention  Center  should  be  considered  in  the  design  of  the 
walkways.    Construction  walkways  would  be  maintained  by  contractors 
to  provide  adequate  pedestrian  safety. 


Pedestrian  Safety  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"RE:    (Mitigation)  Transportation,  pg.  213:    "given  the  Setting  and  Impacts  of 
pedestrian  hazard  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Sts.  intersection.  Mitigation  is 
necessary.    Redesign  of  this  intersection  may  include:    elimination  of  left 
turn  from  Mission  westbound  into  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  entrance;  relocation 
of  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage  entrance/exit  from  Fourth  St.  to  Minna  St.;  change 
in  location  of  Fourth  St.  southbound  bus  stop.    Mitigation  by  redesign  should 
be  required;  pedestrian  safety  in  the  redesign  must  hold  priority  over  auto 
movement,  particularly  the  garage  access." 

"Those  of  you  who  are  familiar  know  there's  the  very  regrettable  entrance  and 
exit  from  the  Fifth  and  Mission  garage  located  along  Fourth  Street.    There  are 
strange  kinds  of  left  turns  going  on  in  the  intersection  and  so  on.    It  is 
very  dangerous;  it  needs  complete  redesigning.    I  thing  you  have  to  consider 
eliminating  the  garage  entrance  and  exit  located  on  Fourth  Street  and  moving 
it  over  to  Minna  Street,  which  is  the  adjacent  alley."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

Although  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Fourth  St.  is  within  the  YBC 
boundaries,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  does  not  propose  any  change  in  the 
existing  use  on  WB-2  north  of  Minna  St.  (the  Fifth  and  Mission  Garage). 
Consequently,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  not  be  responsible  for 
reconstructing  the  intersection.    The  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation 
and  Goods  Movement  Study  prepared  for  the  City  in  lyyu  does  not  make  any 
suggestions  for  improvements  to  the  Mission/Fourth  intersection,  although 
the  intersection  of  Sutter  and  Stockton  Sts.,  which  is  of  similar 
configuration,  was  studied  and  improvements  proposed.    Thus  as  recently  as 
September,  1980,  the  City  did  not  identify  the  intersection  of  Mission  and 
Fourth  Sts.  as  needing  reconstruction.    However,  in  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  an  increase  in  pedestrian  traffic  through  the  Mission/Fourth 
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intersection,  resulting  from  build-out  of  the  Main  Program,  could  increase 
the  potential  for  pedestrian  accidents,  the  following  mitigation  measure 
is  added  after  the  second  measure  on  p.  213: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  the  Traffic 
Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  to  redesign  the  Mission/Fourth  intersection  to  reduce  potential 
pedestrian  hazards  associated  with  left-turning  traffic  into  the 
Fifth  and  Mission  garage  entrance  if  the  DPW  deems  such  redesign 
necessary. 


Mid-Block  Crossings  and  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"We  [the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway]  would  prefer  that  mid-block 
pedestrian  crossings  be  eliminated  and  that  grade  separated  pedestrian 
crossings  be  used  instead,  especially  on  Mission  and  Howard  Streets.    This  was 
originally  planned,  according  to  p.  153  of  the  Second  Supplement." 
(Michael  Cronbach) 

"Given  the  increased  elderly  population  in  SB-2  proposed,  and  the  certain 
prospect  of  jaywalking  across  Fourth  St.  between  Folsom  and  Harrison  Sts., 
required  mitigation  is  needed  for  pedestrian  safety.    Use  of  pedestrian 
overpasses  is  impossible  for  elderly/handicapped  residents.    A  signalized 
mid-block  crosswalk,  timed  in  coordination  with  the  Fourth/Fol som  signals, 
will  be  safe  and  effective.    The  Department  of  Public  Works  bias  against 
mid-block  crossings  is  suspect;  in  any  event,  the  location  is  actually  the 
intersection  of  Fourth  and  Shipley  Sts."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  EIR  contains  discussion  of  mid-block  crossings  and  pedestrian 
overcrossings  on  pp.  153,  154.    Mr.  Cronbach's  comment  essentially  concurs 
with  the  Department  of  Public  Works'  statement  on  p.  213. 

Mid-block  crosswalks  can  be  as  much  of  a  safety  problem  as  pedestrians 
illegally  crossing  streets  at  mid-block.    As  City-installed  and 
-maintained  facilities,  such  crossings  potentially  place  the  City  in  a 
position  of  liability  from  personal  injury  lawsuits.    Consequently,  City 
policy  is  to  find  an  alternative  to  a  mid-block  crossing  unless  the  need 
for  a  crossing  can  be  sufficiently  demonstrated  and  the  safety  of  the 
crossing  can  be  documented  so  as  to  be  proved  in  a  court  of  law. /I/ 
Because  Fourth  St.  is  a  Major  Thoroughfare  (Comprehensive  PI  an. 
Transportation  Element,  Thoroughfares  Plan,  p.  23) ,  carrying  four  lanes  of 
one-way  traffic  in  a  30-mph  signal-timed  pulse,  and  serving  a  major 
freeway  entance  at  Harrison  St.,  the  proposed  mid-block  crossing  might  not 
be  safe.    In  addition,  the  crossing  requested  in  Mr.  Elberling' s  comment 
is  within  200  ft.  of  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Folsom  Sts. 
(approximately  one-third  the  length  of  the  block). 
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Footnote 

/!/  Nelson  Wong,  Traffic  Engineer,  Division  of  Traffic,  Bureau  of 
Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works, -City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco,  telephone  communication,  September  22,  1982. 


Sidewalk  Widening  -  Mitigation 
COht^ENT 

"Page  210,  Paragraph  6.    An  additional  alternative  mitigation  measure  to 
reduce  potential  pedestrian  impacts  should  be  included.    Design  elements  (e.g. 
esplanade,  other  routes  and  walkways  to  be  included  in  circulation)  which  take 
into  consideration  pedestrian  capacity  may  provide  a  viable  and  less  costly 
alternative  to  widening  of  sidewalks.    Sidewalk  widening  as  the  sole  possible 
mitigation  measure  could  significantly  limit  the  developer's  ability  to  design 
and  plan  the  open  space  and  circulation  program."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  pedestrian  analysis  has  assumed  that  the  pedestrian  plaza/concourse 
(one  of  the  alternative  design  elements  requested  as  mitigation)  would  be 
in  place  and  used  by  YBC  pedestrians.    Table  15,  p.  155,  shows  that  the 
pedestrian  Level  of  Service  on  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  would  be  "crowded" 
even  with  the  pedestrian  plaza/concourse  during  maximum  attendance  at  the 
Convention  Center.    Consequently,  the  mitigation  measure  suggesting 
widening  Third  St.  and  Fourth  St.  sidewalks  would  not  be  adequately 
replaced  by  the  language  suggested  by  the  Commentor.    If  the  Central 
Blocks  developer  can  demonstrate  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  when  more 
definite  design  plans  become  available,  that  building  locations  and 
alternate  walkway  designs  would  provide  sufficient  pedestrian  capacity, 
then  sidewalk  widening  would  not  be  necessary. 


Transit 

"Jammed"  Peak-Hour  Transit  Vehicles 
COMMENT 

"...we  need  pictures  of  jammed  peak  hour  transit  vehicles  that  are  included  in 
other  EIR's"    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Photographs  of  peak-hour  transit  vehicles  are  hereby  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  report  from  the  Bank  of  Canton  FEIR  (EE  80.296, 
Certified  July  15,  1982),  Appendix  D,  Figure  D-8,  p.  286.    These  pictures 
show  existing  "crush"  loadings  typical  for  the  morning  and  evening 
peak-hours  on  the  Muni  Metro  lines  K  Ingleside  and  N  Judah  at  the  Van  Ness 
station,  and  on  the  38  Geary  bus  line. 


c&R-no 


XV.    Sunmary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Transportation  -  Non-Cumulative 


Traffic/Muni  Conflicts 
COMMENT 

"According  to  Table  S-2  (p.  S-8)  of  the  document,  the  amount  of  parking 
currently  proposed  is  3,750  accessory  spaces  and  1,096  public  parking  spaces  - 
4,846  total.    According  to  the  same  table,  the  various  alternatives  under 
consideration  at  the  time  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (1978) 
included  no  more  than  2,227  parking  places.    The  increase  -  2,619  spaces  -  is 
highly  significant  in  scale,  especially  when  one  considers  that  existing 
Parking  Authority  garages  at  Fifth  and  Mission  and  Union  Square  have  only 
1,788  and  1,081  parking  stalls,  respectively. 

"Furthermore,  according  to  Table  18  on  p.  163  of  the  Second  Supplement,  there 
will  be  a  deficit  of  six  loading  spaces  for  trucks,  throughout  the  Project 
Area,  with  a  specific  deficit  of  five  spaces  on  the  block  bounded  by  3rd,  4th, 
Mission  and  Howard  Streets. 

"The  combined  effect  of  inadequate  off-street  loading  for  trucks  and  more 
off-street  automobile  parking  than  originally  planned  will  have  a  deleterious 
effect  on  Muni  operations.    The  Second  Supplement  does  point  out  that  the 
current  proposal  will  result  in  'deteriorating  levels  of  operation'  for  Street 
traffic  (p.  150),  but  does  not  point  out  the  specific  effects  this  will  have 
on  Muni  operations  in  the  area  -  more  delay  to  coaches,  and  consequently, 
higher  operating  costs  and  increased  inconvenience  to  patrons,  as  well  as 
increased  accidents  due  to  increased  traffic  congestion. 

"The  rationale  for  the  increase  in  the  amount  of  parking  planned  seems  to  be  a 
combination  of  the  high  demand  projected  for  parking  (10,000,  as  noted  on  page 
150)  and  the  limits  on  transit  capacity  reflected  in  the  five-year  plans  of 
Samtrans,  BART,  A-C  Transit  and  MUNI.    However,  increased  use  of  parking 
spaces  for  short-term  as  opposed  to  long-term  parking  could  increase  the 
number  of  automobiles  served  by  the  same  number  of  spaces.    I  should  also 
point  out  that  current  demand  projections  for  the  CBD  used  by  the  staffs  of 
the  Municipal  Railway,  San  Francisco  PUC  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
do  take  YBC  into  account."    (Michael  Cronbach) 

RESPONSE 

The  worst-case  calculations  of  traffic  and  parking  impacts  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
were  based  upon  the  maximum  amount  of  parking  that  could  be  provided  under 
the  requirements  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    The  numbers  of  parking  spaces 
shown  for  each  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (Table  1, 
p.  1 ,  YBC  FEIR  Appendices),  however,  are  less  than  the  amount  assumed  in 
the  parking  calculations,  because  the  smaller  amounts  more  accurately 
reflected  the  existing  (1977-78)  plans  for  parking  space  construction  in 
YBC.    These  smaller  amounts  have  been  carried  over  into  the  description  of 
the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  in  Table  2,  pp.  35-37  of  the  Second  Supplement, 
in  order  to  be  consistent  with  their  description  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    As  an 
example.  Alternative  A  was  assumed,  for  the  purposes  of  the  worst-case 
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traffic  analysis,  to  have  4,630  parking  spaces  (3,170  accessory,  760 
residential  or  public  and  700  existing  spaces  that  were  assumed  to 
remain).    Table  2,  p.  37,  of  the  Second  Supplement  actually  shows  only 
2,227  spaces  for  Alternative  A,  because  this  is  what  is  shown  as  part  of 
Alternative  A  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    Conversely,  the  Main  Program  shows  the 
maximum  anount  of  space  that  would  be  allowed  as  accessory  parking, 
regardless  of  its  chances  of  being  constructed.    The  total  amount  of 
parking  the  Main  Program  could  provide  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is 
5,220  spaces  (as  was  assumed  in  the  parking  impacts  analysis  on  p.  160). 
Thus,  the  actual  increase  in  maximum  allowable  parking  spaces  between  the 
Main  Program  and  what  was  assumed  for  Alternative  A  would  be  590  spaces. 
Similarly,  the  actual  increase  in  the  number  of  Main  Program  parking 
spaces  over  the  maximum  under  Alternative  B  would  be  1,700,  over 
Alternative  C,  3,180,  and  over  Alternative  D,  1,040. 

The  following  note  is  added  to  Table  2  on  p.  37: 

NOTE:    The  Accessory  Parking  category  does  not  reflect  the  maximum 
amount  of  accessory  parking  that  would  be  allowed  by  the 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives.    For  the  YBC  FEIR 
alternatives,  the  accessory  parking  shown  is  that  parking  that  was 
identified  at  the  time  of  preparation  of  the  YBC  FEIR  as  being 
reasonably  certain  of  being  provided.    These  numbers  are  repeated 
here  for  consistency  with  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Main  Program  accessory 
parking  shown  approximates  the  maximum  amount  of  accessory  parking 
that  could  be  provided  in  accordance  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and 
is  thus,  larger  than  that  shown  for  the  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives.  For 
.  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  all  parking  calcul at  ions  have  been  based 
on  the  worst-case  assumption  of  provision  of  the  maximum  amount  of 
accessory  parking  allowable  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  not  on 
the  amounts  shown  in  this  table. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on 
p.  158: 

Increases  in  traffic  congestion  could  also  have  the  effect  of 
increasing  operational  delays  on  Muni  routes  which  would  increase 
operating  costs  and  lower  the  overall  level  of  operation  of  the  Muni 
system. 

The  mitigation  measure  at  the  bottom  of  p.  213  and  continuing  to  the  top 
of  p.  214  of  the  EIR  sugests  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  require  that 
loading  spaces  be  provided  to  meet  actual  demand.    Adoption  of  this 
measure  would  contribute  to  reducing  traffic  congestion  and  adverse 
effects  on  Muni  operations. 
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Costs  of  Capacity  Increases  and  Transit  Funding  Mitigation 

COMMENTS 

"What  would  be  the  additional  costs  associated  with  the  necessary  capacity 
increases  (for  all  transit  agencies)  in  order  to  maintain  present  load  factors 
in  1988?    Please  do  not  use  'marginal-cost'  approaches  for  these  analyses, 
since  it  is  commonly  acknowledged  that  such  approaches  are  inappropriate  for 
analyses  of  the  large-scale  capacity  increases  required.    Instead,  base 
additional  costs  on  the  full  costs  of  adding  the  necessary  additional  runs. 
Please  include  costs  of  vehicle  authorization,  additional  drivers,  fuel, 
maintenance,  additional  overhead,  new  storage  facilities  etc.    Please  note  any 
components  not  included.    Do  not  assume  any  additional  federal  subsides  (or 
state  subsides)  for  any  of  these  additional  runs  or  equipment.    (For  example, 
based  on  an  additional  cost  of  $53,000  per  additional  p.m.  peak  hour  run  (456 
Montgomery  EIR),  the  2,480  additional  p.m.  peak  hour  passengers  would  require 
an  additional  2,480/75  =  33.7  runs,  at  a  cost  of  $2,790,000.)    Please  perform 
similar  calculations  for  all  transit  agencies,  for  both  project  and  cumulative 
growth,  and  compare  the  additional  costs  to  additional  revenues  generated  for 
the  agencies."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"[The  EIR]  fails  to  recommend  a  realistic  means  of  increasing  transit  service 
to  the  project.    (The  recommending  of  developer  $$$  contribution  to  MUNI 
service  is  an  action  that  the  current  Mayor  has  already  publicly  rejected.)" 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"In  the  specific  Case  of  Muni,  the  mitigation  measure  proposed  on  p.  214  is 
inadequate.    The  Agency  should  require  the  developers  to  pay  both  the  one-time 
development  fee  and  an  annual  transit  service  fee  as  a  pre-condition  to  any 
development  agreements." 

"The  Agency  should  require  that  developers  pay  al  1  affected  regional  transit 
agencies  for  the  Main  Program's  share  of  all  additional  cumulative  costs  (both 
capital  and  operating  costs)  incurred  by  those  agencies  to  serve  cumulative 
growth."    (Carl  Imparato) 

"These  comments  [contained  in  this  letter]  pertain  to  mitigation  measures 
which  could  have  uncertain,  yet  potentially  serious  financial  implications 
that  could  impair  the  project's  financial  feasibility.    For  example,  we  are 
deeply  concerned  about  the  financial  burdens  which  might  be  attendant  upon  the 
transportation  service  funding  mechanism  mentioned  on  page  214  [of  the  EIR]. 
While  we  recognize  the  importance  and  need  for  the  environmental  analysis  and 
certain  attendant  mitigation  measures,  we  would  hope  that  the  financial 
implications  of  any  requirements  imposed  by  the  Agency  would  be  seriously 
considered  in  order  that  the  YBG  project  does  not  have  to  assume  burdens  which 
could  compromise  our  ability  to  provide  the  over-riding  positive  public  and 
economic  benefits  to  the  City.    Where  cost  effective  measures  can  provide  the 
same  benefits  as  more  costly  ones,  we  hope  that  those  alternatives  would  be 
seriously  considered."    (Joseph  Madonna) 
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RESPONSE 

Calculation  Df  the  additional  costs  to  provide  transit  service  to  meet  the 
projected  demand  from  cumulative  downtown  office  development  and  from  the 
Main  Program  is  not  simply  a  matter  of  dividing  the  demand  by  the  capacity 
of  an  additional  transit  vehicle  and  multiplying  by  the  estimated  cost  of 
supplying  that  vehicle.    To  calculate  accurate  cost  estimates,  the  route 
structure  of  the  transit  agencies,  particularly  Muni,  in  1988  would  need 
to  be  known.    This  information  is  not  available;  the  Muni  Five-year  Plan 
projections  are  not  specific  enough  to  provide  the  base  for  this  kind  of 
analysis.    Additionally,  rather  than  assigning  projected  demand  to  transit 
routes  based  upon  existing  modal  share  and  residential  distributions 
(which  has  the  tendency  to  assign  more  riders  to  the  more  heavily  used 
routes),  the  projected  demand  would  need  to  be  analyzed  for  future 
residential  patterns  so  that  the  demand  could  be  more  accurately  assigned 
to  the  route  serving  the  demand.    Specific  projections  of  future  San 
Francisco  residential  patterns  are  not  available.    The  calculation 
suggested  in  the  Comment  has  in  it  the  implicit  assumption  that  all  of  the 
projected  demand  would  need  new  services.    Cost  estimates  would  also  need 
to  incorporate  what  portion  of  the  projected  demand  could  be  served  by 
existing  service  (current  excess  capacity),  or  by  shifts  in  existing 
service  from  underutilized  routes  to  routes  serving  the  projected  demand. 
In  both  cases,  the  cost  to  the  transit  agency  providing  the  service  would 
be  less  than  that  of  providing  new  service. 

As  shown  in  revised  Table  16,  p.  C&R-95,  each  of  the  transit  agencies  have 
Five-Year  Plans  that  would  provide  additional  service  to  meet  the 
projected  demand  in  most  cases.    Costs  associated  with  providing  the 
capacity  are  reported  in  the  Five-Year  Plan  documents  and  are  more 
comprehensive  than  the  calculation  requested  by  the  comment. 

The  Main  Program  would  generate  revenues  that  would  offset  some  of  the 
cost  of  providing  transit  services.    YBC  development  would  generate 
revenues  for  the  General  Fund  that  could  be  used  to  finance  Muni.    In  the 
1981-82  City  budget,  about  10  %  of  the  General  Fund  revenues  were 
appropriated  for  Muni.    Specific  fiscal  calculations  were  not  included  in 
this  EIR  because  of  the  lack  of  specific  details  of  the  project  (see  the 
Response  to  Public  Cost  vs.  Public  Benefit,  p.  C&R-72).    Full  buildout  and 
occupancy  of  the  Main  Program  would  result  in  payroll,  hotel,  gross 
receipts,  utilities,  sales,  and  possessory  interest  tax  revenues  for  the 
City's  General  Fund.    A  possessory  interest  tax  would  be  paid  by  the 
lessors  of  YBC  Project  Area  land  in  lieu  of  a  property  tax  if  all  or  a 
protion  of  YBC  is  leased  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Such  properties  are 
subject  to  the  City-wide  property  tax  rate  but  are  assessed  based  on  the 
term  of  the  lease,  which  generally  results  in  assessments  that  are  lower 
than  those  of  equivalent  properties  held  in  fee  ownership.    Retail  sales 
would  also  generate  BART  sales  tax  revenue,  75  %  of  which  goes  directly  to 
BART  and  the  remaining  25  %  is  distributed  by  MTC  among  BART,  A-C  Transit, 
and  Muni.    BART  would  also  receive  a  portion  of  possessory  interest  tax 
revenue. 

A-C  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  SamTrans,  and  the  Caltrans  Peninsula 
Train  (Southern  Pacific)  do  not  receive  subsidies  from  taxes  collected  in 
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San  Francisco.    Bay  Area  residents,  including  new  employees  generated  by 
development  of  YBC,  contribute  to  these  transportation  systems  through 
federal  taxes,  bridge  tolls,  and  state  gasoline  and  sales  taxes  paid  in 
the  counties  where  purchases  are  made.    New  employees  generated  by  YBC 
would  be  expected  to  contribute  a  portion  of  their  property  taxes  in  their 
counties  of  residence  to  the  transit  agencies  operating  in  that  county. 

The  complexities  of  calculating  actual  cost  of  providing  additional 
service  has  been  discussed  above.    Additionally,  the  cost  to  each  agency 
would  differ  based  upon  the  amount  of  grants  and  subsidies  each  agency 
receives.    As  an  example.  Muni  receives  approximately  one-third  of  its 
funding  for  operations  from  fares,  one-third  from  State  and  Federal  funds 
and  one-third  from  the  City  General  Fund./2/ 

Funding  for  capital  improvements  comes  from  many  sources.    MTC  disperses 
funds  from  State  and  Federal  sources  to  Transit  agencies  based  on 
availability  of  funds,  need  and  priorities  of  need  for  the  various  transit 
agencies  in  the  region.    Local  contributions  for  capital  improvements  to 
Muni  come  from  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  Improvement 
Corporation,  which  receives  its  funding  also  from  the  City's  General 
Fund.    On  February  1,  1982,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  San  Francisco 
approved  by  resolution  a  measure  declaring  its  intent  to  form  a  Core  Area 
Transit  Maintenance  District.    This  resolution  would  assess  real  property 
within  downtown  an  annual  payment  for  transit  based  on  gross  floor  area. 
The  rationale  is  that  the  high  level  of  Muni  service  enhances  the  value  of 
downtown  property.    This  transit  assessment  district  may  no  longer  be 
applicable  since  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  postponed  consideration  of 
the  measure  and  the  Mayor  may  intend  to  substitute  an  increase  in  business 
taxes.    This  increase  in  business  taxes  was  made  possible  on  August  5, 
1982,  when  the  State  Supreme  Court  ruled  that  increased  payroll  and  gross 
receipts  taxes  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (Ordinances  118-80  and 
119-80),  but  approved  by  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  voters  in  San 
Francisco,  are  constitutional  and  not  violative  of  California  Constitution 
Article  XIII  A.    This  decision  frees  40  million  dollars  in  revenue  that 
have  been  held  up  because  of  the  suit,  which  thus  lessens  the  need  for  the 
Core  Area  Transit  Maintenance  Plan,  and  frees  funds  for  capital 
improvements  to  Muni. 

The  mitigation  suggested  in  this  EIR  (p.  214)  does  not  limit  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  consider  only  the  funding  mechanism  identified  in 
Board  of  Supervisors  Ordinance  Number  224-81.    Rather,  the  measure 
suggests  that  any  equitable  funding  mechanism  be  considered.  The 
mitigation  actually  required  as  a  condition  of  approval  is  at  the 
discretion  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  when  it 
considers  the  approval  of  the  land  disposition  and  development  agreement 
(LDA).    The  EIR  cannot  require  the  Redevelopement  Agency  Commission  to 
adopt  any  of  the  EIR's  suggested  mitigation  measures.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  must  consider  all  applicable  measures,  however,  when 
approving  an  LDA.    This  process  is  described  in  more  detail  in  the 
Response  under  Protection  of  Existing  Low- Income  Housing  West  of  YBC  - 
Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37.  ' 
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f 

/!/  Paul  Schinger,  Principal  Appraiser,  City  Assessor's  Office,  telephone 
communication,  September  15,  1982. 

HI  Bruce  Bernhard,  Chief  Accountant,  Municipal  Railway,  telephone 
communication,  September  16,  1982. 


Availability  of  Transit  as  Traffic  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"The  report  has  further  suggested  that  employers  partially  underwrite  the  cost 
of  the  Fast  Passes  for  employees,  and  employ  a  transit  planner  to  encourage 
ride  sharing  and  reduce  the  number  of  cars  coming  into  the  area.  Regrettably, 
neither  BART  nor  Muni  has  any  unused  capacity  during  rush  hours.    And  because 
of  traffic  congestion.  Muni  buses  have  a  hard  time  moving  now."    (Doris  Kahn) 

RESPONSE 

The  mitigation  measures  do  not  recommend  employing  a  transit  planner  or 
underwriting  the  cost  of  BART  passes  for  employees.    The  mitigation 
measure  referred  to  on  p.  213  of  the  EIR  would  apply  temporarily  to 
developers  and  their  construction  workers  only,  not  to  permanent  employees 
of  YBC.    The  intent  is  to  reduce  temporary,  but  possibly  severe 
construction, traffic  impact.    Because  this  measure  could  also  result  in 
temporary  crowding  on  Muni  buses,  the  following  sentence  is  added  to  the 
first  paragraph  on  p.  213:    "Providing  Muni  Fast  Passes  would  add 
passengers  to  a  system  currently  operating  at  or  near  capacity  during  the 
rush  hours." 


Street  Traffic 
YBC  Automobile  Ban 
COMMENT 

"Part  of  YBC  is  in  the  Downtown  Core  Automobile  Control  Plan,  why  not  expand 
this  to  cover  all  of  YBC  and  ban  all  private  cars.    This  would  decrease  the 
noise  levels  for  the  residents  and  ofifice  workers  and  save  the  cost  to  the 
developers  of  having  to  soundproof  all  the  buildings.    Air  quality  would 
improve  and  make  the  outdoor  areas  more  enjoyable,  and  certainly  improve  such 
existing  buildings  as  the  Community  College,  where  the  air  conditioning  brings 
inside  a  lot  of  very  bad  air. 

"If  service  trucks  get  in  and  out  of  the  Convention  Center  loading  area 
quickly,  the  Convention  Center  would  operate  more  efficiently,  and,  therefore, 
be  competitive  with  other  centers.    The  CAO  would  be  very  pleased  with  this. 
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"Pedestrians  would  be  able  to  move  without  cars  turning  in  the  crowded 
intersection,  and  there  would  be  no  need  to  build  bridges  across  Mission  and 
Howard  Streets  in  the  middle  of  the  block  to  insure  pedestrian  safety,  another 
saving  for  the  developer. 

"The  sidewalks,  however,  would  still  have  to  be  widened,  and  this  might  mean 
narrower  streets,  depending  on  who  picked  up  the  cost,  the  developer  or  the 
City.    If  cars  are  removed,  the  streets  would  not  have  to  be  as  wide.    Best  of 
all,  though,  subsidized  Fast  Passes  would  become  attractive,  as  transit  would 
be  able  to  move  quickly  through  the  area.    Muni  planners  could  then  go  to  work 
on  increasing  bus  capacity  during  rush  hours.    There  is  certainly  no  point 
increasing  bus  capacity  now,  as  it  would  only  add  to  the  stalled  traffic. 

"If  housing  is  built  in  YBC,  some  mandated  parking  would  have  to  be  built,  but 
probably  no  more  than  500  slots,  and  this  certainly  is  much  better  than  the 
anticipated  number.    Keeping  cars  out  of  an  area  is  certainly  not  a  new  idea 
in  San  Francisco,  but  no  agency  has  been  able  to  do  it.    Not  Public  Works  nor 
Public  Utilities  nor  the  Planning  Commission. 

"The  Redevelopment  Agency,  however,  has  solved  other  thorny  problems  in  the 
past,  and,  therefore,  I  have  great  faith  that  a  no-car  policy  can  be 
implemented  in  YBC  under  your  leadership.    Just  keep  thinking  of  the 
19-percent  increase  in  traffic  with  the  Convention  Center  is  not  in  use,  and 
let's  get  busy."    (Doris  Kahn) 

"I  think  that  Corrnii ssioner  Kahn's  recommendation  for  an  auto-free  Verba  Buena 
is  a  great  idea,  and  I  think  you  ought  to  consider  it  seriously." 
(Jack  Morrison) 

"We  believe  that  the  major  access  to  the  project  should  be  by  public  transit 
and  that  the  projected  demand  increase  should  be  stated  in  such  terms,  except 
where  absolutely  necessary  to  bring  private  vehicles  to  the  area." 
(Tony  Kilroy) 

"I  share  Ms.  Kahns'  concern  about  the  density,  the  heavy  density  of  the 
transportation  in  the  area,  the  influx  of  a  large  number  of  vehicles,  also  at 
peak  hours,  and  what  it  will  do  to  the  environment  for  people  who  are  working 
and  living  in  that  area.    I  don't  think  the  environmental  impact  study  gives 
us  a  clear  picture  of  what  that  really  means."    (Commissioner  Arnelle) 

RESPONSE 

Banning  of  automobile  traffic  in  YBC  could  provide  many  of  the 
environmental  benefits  the  Commentors  describe.    Background  noise  levels 
in  YBC,  controlled  largely  by  automobile  traffic,  would  be  noticeably 
reduced,  perhaps  by  as  much  as  10  dBA  (an  apparent  halving).    The  most 
annoying  peak  levels,  due  to  trucks  and  buses,  would  remain,  however.  In 
the  absence  of  automobile  traffic,  the  noise  from  passing  buses  and  trucks 
would  appear  louder.    The  need  for  noise  insulation  in  YBC  buildings  would 
be  reduced,  although  not  eliminated,  both  because  of  remaining  vehicle 
noise  and  projected  event  and  activity  noise  (see  the  Response  to 
Susceptibility  of  Elderly  Residents  to  Noise) . 
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Roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  at  sidewalk  level  in  YBC 
could  be  reduced  to  just  above  San  Francisco's  1988  projected  general 
background  CO  concentrations,  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  and  7.9  ppm  for  one 
hour.    These  concentrations  would  be  just  more  than  half  those  projected 
with  traffic  in  YBC  (see  Table  19,  revised,  p.  C&R-132).    However,  this 
benefit,  unlike  the  noise  reduction  benefit  described  above,  could  have  a 
harmful  trade-off:    traffic  diverted  from  YBC  would  be  forced  to  operate 
in  more  congested  conditions  and  at  much  lower  speeds  during  peak  hours 
(5-10  mph  vs.  30  mph  through  YBC)  in  areas  around  YBC.    Lower  vehicle 
speeds  result  in  greatly  increased  vehicle  emissions,  so  the  same  vehicle 
volume  would  generate  more  CO  than  if  it  were  allowed  through  YBC. 

Although  bus  and  pedestrian  movement  could  clearly  benefit  from  an 
automobile  ban  in  YBC,  service  and  delivery  trucks  may  not  be  greatly 
affected  one  way  or  the  other.    Loading  facilities  would  still  have  to  be 
provided  to  keep  the  streets  clear  for  transit  and  emergency  use,  and 
reducing  the  possiblity  of  vehicle  conflicts  while  a  service  truck  is 
docking  would  not  likely  save  a  noticeable  amount  of  time. 

Eliminating  private  vehicle  access  and  reducing  the  amount  of  parking  in 
YBC  would  not,  in  itself,  eliminate  YBC  residents'  and  visitors' 
dependence  on  automobiles  to  travel  to  and  from  the  City.    Parking  would 
most  likely  have  to  be  provided  elsewhere,  and  a  shuttle  service  would 
have  to  operate  between  the  parking  and  YBC. 

The  intent  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan's  designated  Automobile 
Control  Area  (which  includes  YBC  north  of  Minna  St.,  CB-1  and  a  portion  of 
CB-2)  is  not  to  ban  private  auto  traffic  but  to  minimize  the  amount  of 
cormute  traffic  in  the  downtown  area. /I/    The  City  Division  of  Traffic 
Engineering  is  concerned  that  if  all  auto  traffic  were  banned  from  the  YBC 
area,  areas  surrounding  YBC  would  suffer  a  loss  of  access,  as  two  of  the 
major  north-south  thoroughfares  and  four  of  the  major  east-west  arterial 
streets  in  the  City  run  the  length  of  the  YBC  area./2/    The  City  is  also 
concerned  that  streets  adjacent  to  the  YBC  area  would  not  be  able  to 
absorb  the  additional  traffic  that  would  shift  from  the  restricted  streets 
in  YBC.    Both  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  are  Major  Thoroughfares,  as  defined  in 
the  City's  Comprehensive  Plan  (Transportation  Element,  Thoroughfares  Plan, 
p.  23).    These  two  streets  are  an  important  one-way  pair  connecting  the 
Downtown  with  1-80.    If  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  is  removed,  an  auto-free 
zone  in  the  downtown  core  and  YBC  would  severely  restrict  auto  access  to 
the  North  of  Market  area.    Current  levels  of  transit  service  in  the 
downtown  core  and  the  YBC  area  do  not  provide  mobility  equivalent  to  that" 
produced  by  the  use  of  private  autos. 

Impacts  from  vehicle  increases  and  pedestrian  increases  in  the  YBC  area 
are  discussed  with  relation  to  intersection  operation  and  pedestrian 
operation  and  safety  on  pp.  152  to  164  of  the  EIR.    Air  quality  impacts 
are  discussed  on  pp.  169  to  172.    A  discussion  of  noise  impacts  that 
contains  particular  mention  of  housing/resident  related  impacts  is  on 
pp.  176. to  179. 
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Footnotes 

/!/  Policy  9,  Objective  1  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  states  ".  .  .  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle, 
in  particular,  and  excessive  automobile  use  in  general,  must  be  reduced." 
The  Plan  does  not  specify  that  all  automobile  travel  be  eliminated. 

HI  Telephone  communication  with  Scott  Shoaf,  Traffic  Engineer,  Division 
of  Traffic,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  on  September  23,  1982. 


Truck  Traffic  Control  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Possible  mitigation  should  be  identified,  in  particular  the  banning  of  all 
through  truck  traffic  on  Howard,  Fourth,  and  Folsom  Sts.,  which  should  be  a 
required  mitigation."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

Banning  of  through  truck  traffic  would  do  little  to  reduce  noise  levels 
because  the  noise  generated  by  buses  is  in  the  range  of  trucks  and  transit 
service  on  Fourth  Street  is  more  frequent  than  through  truck  traffic.  It 
would  also  increase  the  length  of  most  truck  trips  currently  made  on 
Howard,  Fourth  and  Folsom  Sts.    as  trucks  would  be  required  to  find 
alternate  routes  around  the  YBC  area. 


Construction  Impacts  on  Traffic  Movement  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  212,  Paragraph  5.    Construction  work  done  at  night  or  on  weekends  (on  an 

overtime  basis)  could  be  very  costly  given  the  size  and  scope  of  the  YBG 

project.    Therefore,  the  goal  should  be  to  minimize  cumulative  traffic 
disruption  impacts  and  not  to  eliminate  impacts  which  cannot  be  avoided  within 

the  constraints  of  the  proposed  project."  (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

The  intent  of  the  mitigation  measure  is  to  limit  the  amount  of  street 
excavation  that  would  take  place  during  peak  traffic  hours.    The  measure 
suggests  coordination  between  involved  public  and  private  parties  to 
prevent  multiple  excavation  of  the  same  street  area  and  suggests  limiting 
excavation  hours  to  off-peak  times  (9  a.m.  -  4  p.m.).    During  construction 
of  YBC,  lane  closures  would  be  in  effect  for  long  periods  of  time  on 
several  major  thoroughfares  in  the  City  in  the  YBC  area.  Additional 
disruptions  to  traffic  flow  and  loss  of  capacity  from  street  excavation 
would  further  impact  traffic  circulation  in  the  South  of  Market  area. 
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Development  Density  Reduction  as  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"The  EIR  fails  to  recommend  reducing  the  amount  of  offices  and  stores  as  a 
mitigation  measure... as  a  means  of  reducing  the  overwhelming  auto  and  transit 
congestion  and  the  Main  Program  will  be  sure  to  cause."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

Reduction  of  development  density  in  YBC  has  been  analyzed  in  this  EIR  as 
Alternative  C.    Alternative  C  was  originally  defined  in  the  YBC  FEIR  as 
the  low-intensity  alternative,  whose  primary  components  would  be  a 
two-block,  21-acre  park  and  2,188  dwelling  units  (p.  26  of  the  Second 
Supplement  and  pp.  51-52  in  the  YBC  FEIR).    Although  the  Transportation 
impacts  of  Alternative  C,  presented  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pp.  315-355)  are  not 
directly  comparable  to  those  of  the  Main  Program,  because  of  differences 
in  methodology  and  cumulative  base  case  assumptions  (see  Appendix  C, 
pp.  251-260  of  this  EIR),  a  rough  comparison  can  be  made  based  on 
person-trip  generation.    Alternative  C  would  generate  81%  fewer  daily 
trips  than  would  the  Main  Program,  and  about  86%  fewer  peak-hour  trips 
(based  on  Table  13,  p.  151).    However,  this  difference  would  result  in  the 
easing  of  traffic  congestion  in  YBC  by  less  than  one  Level  of  Service  (see 
Table  17,  p.  159),  because  of  overwhelming  contributions  from  cumulative 
through-traffic. 


Quantification  of  Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements 
COMMENTS 

"The  DEIR,  however,  is  very  vague  and  noncommital  in  addressing  transportation 
and  air  quality  mitigation.    Specifically,  the  transportation  and  air  quality 
measures  are  not  quantified  for  their  effectiveness,  the  entities  responsible 
for  implementation  are  not  identified,  nor  is  a  timeframe  for  implementation 
specified.    Given  the  magnitude  of  this  project,  it  is  essential  that  the 
mitigation  measures,  identified  in  the  DEIR,  be  made  a  condition  of  the 
project  prior  to  approval.    In  this  way  the  public  and  the  decision-makers  can 
be  assured  that  impacts  identified  will  be  reduced  or  eliminated."    (Gary  Agid) 

"For  all  mitigation  measures  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR,  please  quant ify  how 
much  these  measures  would  reduce  the  demand  on  transit  agencies,  parking, 
automobile  and  air  quality  impacts."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

The  traffic  mitigation  measures  suggested  by  this  EIR  (pp.  210-214)  are 
all  Transportation  Systems  Management  (TSM)  measures.    The  TSM  measures 
identified  are  aimed  at  reducing  peak-hour  vehicle  volumes  by  encouraging 
other  modes  of  travel  (such  as  mass  transit  as  opposed  to  single  occupant 
autos),  greater  vehicle  occupancies,  and  travel  at  periods  other  than  peak 
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periods.    The  effectiveness  of  the  TSM  incentive  measures  (providing 
bicycle  facilities,  vanpool/carpool  information  and  regulating  parking 
rates  to  discourage  all-day  parking)  depends  upon  the  perceived 
convenience  of  each  of  these  modes  to  each  commuter  from  day  to  day. 
Perceived  convenience  includes  factors  such  as  cost,  schedule  flexibility, 
travel  time,  and  the  proximity  of  the  travel  route  endpoints  to  origins 
and  destinations.    Choices  can  vary  greatly  from  traveler  to  traveler  and 
from  place  to  place;  accurate  regional  projections  of  the  effectiveness  of 
increasing  the  attractiveness  of  some  of  these  choices  cannot  be  made 
reliably.    An  employer's  ability  to  implement  staggered  shifts  or  flextime 
depends  on  the  size  and  nature  of  the  firm.    For  example,  small  firms  or 
service-sector  firms  would  have  less  schedule  flexibility  than  large  firms 
or  production-sector  firms.    Tenants  of  the  Main  Program  are  unknown  at 
this  time.    For  these  reasons,  any  attempt  to  quantify  the  effectiveness 
of  proposed  TSM  measures  in  removing  vehicles  from  streets  (and  thus 
improving  air  quality)  in  YBC  would  be  highly  speculative  and  could  be 
misleading.    The  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Section  15140  (h))  state  that: 
"If,  after  thorough  investigation,  a  lead  agency  finds  that  a  particular 
impact  is  too  speculative  for  evaluation,  the  agency  should  note  its 
conclusion  and  terminate  discussion  of  the  impact." 

All  air  quality  measures  listed  on  pp.  214-216  of  the  EIR  not  directly 
related  to  traffic  reduction  are  general  recommendations  for  construction 
and  residential  unit  design  procedures.    Project  plans  are  not  yet 
specific  enough  to  quantify  the  air  quality  benefits  to  be  gained  by 
following  these  procedures. 

The  Transportation  mitigation  measures,  listed  on  pp.  210-214  of  the  EIR, 
and  the  Air  Quality  Mitigation  measures  listed  on  pp.  214-216,  all 
identify  a  "responsible  entity"  for  their  implementation.    The  bulk  of 
these  measures  are  measures  which  the  Redevelopment  Agency  "would 
consider"  requiring  of  the  developers  of  the  Main  Program.    All  of  these 
measures  would  be  considered  and  acted  upon  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  just  prior  to  action  by  the  Commission  on  each  proposed  land 
disposition  and  development  agreement  (LDA),  and  could  be  made  conditions 
of  approval  on  each  agreement.    This  process,  and  what  CEQA  requires  of 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  as  part  of  LDA-approval ,  are  described 
in  detail  in  the  Response  to  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing 
West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  C&R-37. 


Parking 

Neighborhood  Parking 
COMMENT 

"There  is  no  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  project  or  cumulative 
development's  massive  parking  demand  on  the  neighborhoods  (p.  161).    In  light 
of  the  existence  and  continuing  expansion  of  the  Neighborhood  Preferential 
Parking  Program,  the  lack  of  discussion  is  a  serious  deficiency.  Please 
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discuss  the  Program,  the  potential  impact  of  cumulative  demand  on  expansion  of 
the  Program,  and  the  costs  (to  residents,  in  terms  of  cost  of  parking 
stickers)  associated  with  expansion  of  the  Program."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE  ~ 

The  intrusion  of  commuter  parking  into  residential  areas  and  the 
subsequent  establishment  of  preferential  parking  zones  was  not  the  result 
solely  of  expanded  office  space  in  downtown  but  due,  in  part,  to  a  program 
to  limit  the  availability  of  parking  downtown  in  order  to  encourage  use  of 
transit  and  reduce  auto  use  in  the  downtown.    Removal  or  prohibition  of 
parking  in  a  single  location  (the  downtown  core)  will  not  have  maximum 
effectiveness  in  reducing  auto  travel  into  the  City  unless  there  is 
adequate  provision  to  prevent  parking  spillover  into  adjacent  areas.  The 
residential  parking  permit  system  is  an  attempt  to  limit  all-day  parking 
on  residential  streets,  consisting  in  part  of  displaced  downtown  parkers. 
On-street  parking  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  (and  most  cities  in 
California)  is  a  public  resource  paid  for  out  of  the  general  fund 
(financed  by  property  tax).    A  parking  space  is  not  the  sole  property  of 
the  resident  whose  property  fronts  the  street  nor  does  that  resident  have 
any  implicit  claim  to  the  on-street  parking  space.    Estimates  of  the  total 
cost  for  expansion  of  the  permit  program  would  be  dependent  upon  the 
increase  of  parking  in  the  neighborhoods  (i.e.,  how  big  an  area  needing 
the  permit  system  would  be  determined  by  how  much  parking  would  occur.) 
Estimates  of  the  increase  in  parking  in  the  neighborhood  are  not  feasible 
as  individual  driver  choice  (reaction  to  congestion,  commute  costs, 
transit  availability)  is  involved.    (See  the  Response  to  Quantification  of 
Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements,  p.  C&R- 120. ) 

The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  161: 
"Increased  parking  in  neighborhoods  along  commute  corridors  in  the  City 
may  also  result  from  competition  for  downtown  parking  spaces. 
Neighborhoods  may  respond  by  advocating  expansion  of  the  Neighborhood 
Preferential  Parking  Program." 


City  Parking  Policy 
COMMENTS 

"The  EIR  fails  to  state  that  the  immense  amount  of  proposed  parking  is  in 
direct  conflict  to  City  policies."    (Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

The  EIR  contains  a  discussion  on  p.  161  of  Master  Plan  Parking  Policies 
and  compliance  of  the  YBC  Main  Program  with  the  Redevelopment  Plan.  The 
following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph 
on  p.  161:    ".  .  .  even  though  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  in  conflict  with 
expressed  City  policy  regarding  parking  as  discussed  below." 
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Parking  Demand  and  Effects  on  Vehicle  Congestion 

COMMENTS 

"[There  are]  4846,  as  I  count  them  up,  accessory  parking  spaces  and  public 
spaces,  with  about  1896  public  spaces.    That  is  far  and  away  too  much  of  that 
land  devoted  to  off-street  parking.    It's  going  to  increase  --  it's  going  to 
attract  automobiles;  it's  going  to  enormously  increase  the  congestion  in  that 
region."    (Jack  Morrison) 

"[The  EIR]  fails  to  recommend  elimination  or  reduction  of  the  amount  of  new 
parking  as  a  means  of  reducing  the  overwhelming  auto  congestion." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

"What  would  be  the  change  in  impacts  if  the  proposed  additional  3,250  parking 
spaces  in  the  Main  Program,  were  not  provided?"    (Carl  Imparato) 

"In  analyzing  the  suggested  mitigating  effects  of  regulated  parking  rates,  it 
should  be  kept  in  mind  that  a  potentially  equally  ameliorative  effect  may 
arise  from  the  provision  of  sufficient  parking  to  meet  the  perceived  potential 
demand.    Page  211,  Paragraph  6."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

"We  [San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway]  would  prefer  that  no  parking  facilities 
be  located  in  Central  Block  1  and  that  all  parking  in  Central  Block  2  be  short 
term  and  that  garage  entrances  be  located  as  suggested  in  Mr.  Maoris' 
memorandum.    Also,  as  per  that  memorandum,  if  a  major  parking  garage  is  built 
in  Central  Block  2,  then  we  would  prefer  that  there  be  no  parking  facility  on 
Eastern  Block  2  (the  Block  fronting  on  3rd  Street  between  Mission  and  Howard 
Streets)."    (Michael  Cronbach) 

RESPONSE 

The  amount  of  accessory  parking  analyzed  in  this  EIR  is  the  maximum  amount 
that  could  be  permitted  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    As  yet,  no  land 
disposition  and  development  agreements  have  been  executed  to  allow  that 
amount  of  parking  to  be  provided.    The  parking  and  traffic  impacts  have 
been  calculated  based  upon  the  maximum  amount  of  parking  likely  to  be 
supplied  in  order  to  present  a  "worst-case"  analysis.    Consequently,  the 
traffic  analysis  has  included  the  influx  of  traffic  that  would  be 
attracted  by  the  parking  if  it  were  to  be  provided.    When  land  disposition 
and  development  agreements  are  executed,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
consider  the  amount  of  parking  to  be  provided  in  YBC. 

Elimination  (or  reduction)  of  parking  in  the  YBC  area  would  reduce  auto 
congestion  in  the  immediate  YBC  area.    Elimination  of  al 1  parking  in  YBC 
would  improve  peak-hour  traffic  conditions  at  all  YBC  intersections  by  one 
Level  of  Service,  with  the  exception  of  the  Fourth  and  Mission,  Third  and 
Mission,  and  Third  and  Market  intersections,  where  the  improvement  would 
not  be  enough  to  change  the  projected  Level  of  Service  (see  the  revised 
Table  17,  p.  C&R-99).    However,  such  a  measure  would  increase  competition 
for  existing  downtown  parking  and  could  increase  parking  encroachment  in 
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residential  neighborhoods  as  discussed  in  the  Response  to  Neighborhood 
Parking,  p.  C&R-121.    Current  City  policy  is  to  provide  short-term  parking 
and  to  discourage  long-term  parking  (see  discussion  on  p.  161  of  the 
EIR).    Mitigation  suggested  on  p.  211,  if  implemented,  would  place  the 
Main  Program  parking  in  conformity  with  City  Policy. 

Provision  of  adequate  parking  to  meet  the  perceived  demand  would  be  in 
direct  conflict  with  current  City  policy  in  the  Downtown  (outside  of 
YBC).    However,  provision  of  adequate  parking  to  serve  the  Downtown  as  a 
whole  would  eliminate  the  competition  for  space  and  eliminate  the  need  for 
a  restrictive  rate  structure. 

Parking  locations  in  the  YBC  area  have  yet  to  be  finally  determined.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  would  consider  Muni's  concerns  when 
determining  final  placement  of  the  off-street  parking  facilities  and  when 
designing  access  to  the  facilities.    Mitigation  (p.  213)  is  suggested  to 
limit  garage  access  from  Mission  and  Market  Streets  to  reduce  the  impact 
on  the  concentrated  transit  operations  on  those  streets. 


Social  Service  Parking  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"What  I  want  to  draw  your  attention  to  is  that  there  is  a  particular  problem 
for  those  social  service  providers  who  work  in  the  area,  must  use  their  car, 
have  to  visit  several  clients  in  different  locations  in  a  single  day  or  who 
use  their  vehicles  to  transport  the  elderly  to  and  from  various  recreational 
activities,  what  have  you.    They  have  to  park  somewhere.    They  have  a  very 
difficult  time  parking  now.    And  that's  under  the  nearly  undeveloped  state  of 
the  project  area.    Given  full-scale  development,  it  will  be  virtually 
impossible  for  these  people  to  park.    What  we  have  requested  in  the  past  of 
the  Agency  is  that  in  one  of  the  public  parking  structures  would  be  developed 
[and]  that  a  certain  number  of  spaces  be  earmarked  and  set  aside  strictly  for 
the  use  or  monthly  rental  by  social  service  agencies." 

"RE:  [Setting]  Parking,  pg.  82:  Discussion  omits  note  of  current  parking 
deficienty  for  employees  of  social/medical  services'  employees  providing 
services  to  YBC -elderly  residents." 

"RE:    (Impacts)  Parking,  pg.  160:    Text  omits  note  of  specific  impact  of  the 
projected  parking  deficit  on  social/medical  services  providers  to  the  YBC 
elderly  population  as  per  comment  #8  above.    Parking  for  such  personnel  may 
become  practically  'impossible',  potentially  limiting  availability  of  such 
important  services." 

"Develop  additional  short-term  parking  in  a  neighborhood  parking  garage  ...  on 
Parcel  7  with  monthly  rates  for  residents  and  service  providers." 
(John  Elberling) 
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RESPONSE 

Provision  of  separate  parking  space  for  social  service  providers  at 
residential  locations  is  not  a  requirement  of  the  City  Planning  Code  nor 
is  it  required  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan.    Conversely,  both  the 
Planning  Code  and  the  Redevelopment  Plan  exempt  residential  projects  for 
the  elderly  or  physically  handicapped  from  having  to  provide  parking  at 
the  higher  ratio  required  for  market-rate  residential  projects.  Rather 
than  develop  additional  short-term  space  in  nearby  garages,  a  more 
appropriate  mitigation  would  be  to  disallow  the  exemption  for  residential 
units  for  the  elderly  and  require  that  adequate  space  for  social  service 
providers  be  provided  on-site  at  each  residential  use  for  the  elderly. 
The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  before  the  last  measure  on 
p.  213: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requesting  the  Parking 
Authority  to  set  aside  a  reasonable  amount  of  parking  spaces  for 
social  service  and  medical  providers. 


Parking  Demand  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"It  also  fails  in  its  analysis  to  identify  what  specific  steps  the  developer 
should  take  to  mitigate  this  serious  impact  [excess  parking  demand].  Those 
suggested  such  as  a  transit  contribution  and  a  shuttle  service  ought  to  be 
clearly  developed  and  laid  out  as  specific  mitigating  measures  which  would 
both  reduce  parking  demand  and  enhance  the  project's  viability."    (Tony  Kilroy) 

RESPONSE 

To  develop  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  outline  a  detailed  plan  to 
reduce  parking  demand  would  require  specific  information  about  how 
individual  drivers  would  react  to  the  measure.    The  limitations  of 
predicting  driver  choice  are  discussed  in  Responses  under  Quantification 
of  Traffic/Air  Quality  Mitigation  Measure  Improvements,  p.  C&R-120,  and 
Neighborhood  Parking,  p.  C&R-121.    Similar  limitations  would  apply  to 
trying  to  develop  specific  mitigation  to  reduce  parking  demand  for  a 
project  on  the  scale  of  the  Main  Program.    Also,  the  Main  Program  is  a 
concept  plan.    When  land  disposition  and  development  agreements  are 
executed,  and  the  locations  of  specific  land  uses  determined, 
consideration  should  be  given  to  development  of  specific  mitigation 
plans.    Mitigation  measures  suggested  on  p.  211  are  intended  to  provide 
the  basis  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to  require  specific  mitigation  of 
individual  developers. 
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Loading  ^ 
Tour  Bus  Loading 
COMMENT 

"The  hotels  are  forecasted  to  draw  up  to  100  tour  buses  a  day  [and]  will  also 
need  loading  facilities."    (Doris  Kahn) 

"We  [San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway]  would  prefer  that  no  tour  buses  unload 
on  the  north  side  of  Howard  Street  across  from  the  Convention  Center  and  that 
one  of  the  alternatives  suggested  by  the  Transportation  Policy  Group  -  either 
construction  of  an  additional  loading  island  between  traffic  lanes  on  the 
south  side  of  Howard  Street  or  installation  of  a  contra-flow  lane  on  the  south 
side  of  Howard  -  be  implemented."    (Michael  Cronbach) 


Page  164  of  the  EIR  contains  discussion  of  the  need  for  loading  facilities 
at  hotels.  It  states  that  tour  bus  loading  and  queing  and  passenger 
loading,  if  not  provided  off-street  on  CB-1,  would  affect  Third  and  Fourth 
Sts.  and  posibly  Mission  St.    Roughly  100  tour  buses  per  day  would  load  at 
CB-1.    Provision  of  any  additional  hotel  rooms  would  increase  possible 
congestion  and  vehicle  conflict  problems  in  the  vicinity.    (For  example, 
provision  of  300  additional  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1  would  draw  an  estimated 
14  additional  tour  buses  to  the  block  each  day.)    Further  discussion  of 
loading  requirements  is  in  the  First  Supplement,  pp.  61  and  80.  The 
Redevelopment  Agency  is  currently  studying  this  problem  as  part  of  the 
preparation  of  its  Transportation  Management  Plan,  and  has  agreed  to 
consult  with  the  City  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering  and  the 
Transportation  Planning  Division  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  the 
design  of  tour  bus  loading  areas  (see  the  second  and  third  mitigaiton 
measures  on  p.  212  of  the  EIR). 

The  YBC  FEIR  (pp.  338a,  342  and  343)  contains  discussion  of  the  problems 
associated  with  the  Convention  Center  drop-off  area  in  relation  to 
off-side  (bus  door  on  street  side  rather  than  curb  side)  loading  on  Howard 
St.  and  has  been  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR. 


Delivery  Vehicle  Effects  on  Street  Capacity 


"The  area  will  be  drawing  delivery  trucks  and  will  be  serving  as  loading 
facilities  for  the  hotel  and  the  Convention  Center.    This  adds  the  famous 
San  Francisco  double-parked  truck  to  the  streets  and  will  further  impede 
traffic  flow."    (Doris  Kahn) 


RESPONSE 


COMMENT 
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RESPONSE 


The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on 
p.  162:    "This  deficit  of  loading  spaces  could  cause  occasional  double 
parking  of  delivery  trucks,  and  consequent  reduction  in  street  capacities 
at  these  five  blocks."    Implementation  of  the  last  mitigation  measure  on 
p.  213  of  the  EIR,  requiring  that  off-street  loading  be  provided  to  meet 
projected  demand,  would  greatly  reduce  this  potential  problem. 


The  proposal  is  a  program  of  land  uses  for  the  Verba  Buena  Center  area  of  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  bounded  by  Market  and  Harrison  Streets  to  the  north  and 
south,  and  Second  and  Fourth  Streets  to  the  east  and  west,  respectively.  The 
northern,  eastern  and  western  portions  are  stated  to  include  high-rise 
buildings  (some  up  to  500  feet),  with  residential  use  planned  for  the  southern 
portion.    The  southwestern  portion  of  the  project  area  is  approximately  two  to 
three  blocks  to  the  east  of  the  Hall  of  Justice  Heliport,  and  the  southeastern 
portion  of  the  project  area  being  approximateely  five  to  six  blocks  north  of 
the  China  Basin  Heliport.    We  are,  therefore,  concerned  about  the  noise  and 
safety  impacts  the  heliport  operations  may  have  on  the  project,  and  the  safety 
impacts  the  project  may  have  on  the  heliport  operations.    The  environmental 
document  did  not  mention  the  heliports  or  address  the  associated  impacts  they 
might  create.    Although  current  operations  at  the  heliports  may  not  create 
significant  adverse  impacts,  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  will 
need  to  address  the  issue."    (Mark  Mispagel) 


Neither  of  the  existing  heliports  would  be  affected  by  the  Main  Program. 
Spirit  Airways  uses  its  China  Basin  heliport,  at  Embarcadero  and  Berry 
Streets,  primarily  for  tours,  and  its  helicopters  take  off  and  gain 
altitude  over  the  Bay.    The  Hall  of  Justice  heliport  is  only  used 
intermittently  and  all  take-offs  are  from  the  roof,  at  an  elevation  of 
about  100  ft.    Approaches  are  at  300  ft.  and  directions  of  flights  vary. 
Both  the  Hall  of  Justice  and  China  Basin  heliports  report  standard  flight 
elevations  of  approximately  1200  ft.,  about  twice  as  high  as  the  tallest 
high  rises  in  Downtown,  and  considerably  higher  than  any  structures 
planned  for  YBC.    Spokesmen  for  both  heliports  stressed  the  flexibility  of 
helicopter  flight  paths  and  neither  anticipated  any  problems  with  YBC. 


Hel iports 


COMMENT 


RESPONSE 
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CLIMATE  AND\AIR  QUALITY 

Shadow  Studies,  Wind  Studies,  and  Building  Design  -  Mitigation 


COMMENTS 


"Page  166  and  167.    We  should  have  diagrams  of  400  foot  buildings  in  each 
possible  location,  showing  effects  on  plazas  and  Central  Blocks  2  and  3,  also 
shadow  studies  of  lower  towers  and  how  much  less  plazas  would  then  be  shaded." 

"Page  224,  shading  could  be  avoided  or  mitigated  in  change  in  design  and  size 
of  buildings," 

"...  we  should  have  conceptual  drawings  to  show  towers  and  density  of 
Block  1.    Perhaps  other  blocks  too,  but  Block  1  is  the  high  density.    We  need 
clearer  shadow  and  wind  impacts  for  any  of  the  taller  proposed  buildings  in 
YBC.    We  need  to  be  very  conscious  of  EIR  impacts,  especially  on  Block  2  and 
3."    (Comni ssioner  Bierman) 


RESPONSE 


The  "Gardens"  portion  (CB-1,  -2,  -3  and  EB-2)  of  the  Main  Program,  which 
would  be  the  bulk  of  the  new  development  of  YBC,  is  still  undergoing  major 
building  placement,  density  and  design  revisions.    The  exact  floor  areas 
of  each  use  have  not  yet  been  determined;    those  analyzed  in  this 
Supplement  are  only  the  most  likely  "worst-case"  floor  areas.  Ongoing 
negotiations  between  Olympia  and  York  (0  &  Y)  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
continue  to  produce  frequent  changes  to  each  party's  design  concepts  for 
the  project.    For  these  reasons,  the  discussion  in  this  EIR  of  shadows 
made  by  the  Main  Program  (pp.  167-168)  is  general  and  descriptive.  The 
discussion  follows  an  "If  .  .  .  then"  format,  considering  several  general 
placements  of  a  400-foot-tal 1  box-like  building  of  unspecified  horizontal 
dimensions  (bulk).    Similarly,  the  wind  discussion  on  p.  166  of  this  EIR 
is  general,  discussing  overall  principles  and  identifying  possible 
"problem"  locations  due  to  construction  of  the  Main  Program. 


Specific  shadow,  microclimate  and  wind-tunnel  analyses  will  be  performed 
by  the  Central  Blocks  developer  as  the  number  of  possible  choices  for 
building  placement  is  reduced,  and  as  possible  bulks  and  building 
envelopes  become  more  defined.    The  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  214  is 
deleted.    The  mitigation  measure  at  the  top  of  p.  216  is  reworded  to 
indicate  that  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  public  review  of  these 
analyses: 


Shadow,  microclimate  and  wind-tunnel  analyses  would  be  performed  by 
the  Central  Blocks  developer  during  the  building  design  process. 
Necessary  modifications,  as  determined  through  Redevelopment  Agency 
review,  in  building  siting  and  shape  identified  in  the  study  would  be 
implemented  to  reduce  wind  turbulence,  and  shading  effects  on 
proposed  open  areas  wherever  possible.    The  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  consider  requiring  that  the  land  disposition  and  development 
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agreement  (LDA)  provide  a  process  by  which  wind  and  sh^ow  studies 
for  the  "Gardens"  portion  on  the  project  would  be  done'-and  made 
available  to  the  public. 


Construction  Effects  on  Convention  Center  Delegates  and  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  168,  there  is  no  discussion  about  construction  effects  on  Convention 
Center  Delegates  traveling  to  and  from  their  hotels.    Furthermore,  under  the 
chapter  on  Mitigation  Measures  there  is  no  mention  of  measures  that  might  be 
taken  to  lessen  the  negative  visual,  air,  noise,  etc.  impacts  on  Convention 
Center  Delegates."    (Germaine  Q.  Wong) 

RESPONSE 

Air  quality  construction  effects  are  discussed  generally  on  p.  168  of  the 
EIR.    Not  enough  is  known  about  much  of  the  Main  Program  to  discuss 
construction  impacts  in  detail.    For  instance,  it  is  not  known  how 
construction  on  the  remaining  to-be-developed  parcels  spread  throughout 
YBC  would  be  phased  over  the  next  five  to  ten  years.    Building  placements 
and  sizes  have  not  been  determined  for  CB-1,  -2,  -3,  and  EB-2.  The 
Commentor's  concern  about  construction  effects  on  sensitive  receptors  in 
YBC  can  be  discussed  on  a  general  level,  however,  and  changes  are  made 
below  to  the  Air  Quality,  Noise  and  Visual  sections  to  reflect  this 
concern.    The  following  is  added  before  the  last  two  sentences  in  the 
second  paragraph  on  p.  168: 

Although  the  degree  of  impact  cannot  be  assessed  without  specific 
building  locations  or  a  construction  schedule,  those  most  sensitive 
to,  and  most  likely  to  be  affected  by,  suspended  dust  would  be  the 
elderly  living  on  SB-2  and  WB-3.    Elderly  having  respiratory  ailments 
and  living  adjacent  to  or  across  the  street  from  construction  sites 
might  occasionally  experience  breathing  discomfort.    Other  YBC 
residents,  employees,  visitors  and  conventioneers  living  near  (within 
a  few  hundred  feet)  or  passing  by  construction  sites  in  YBC  could 
experience  mild  coughing  or  sneezing  and  dustfall  nuisance. 

The  following  is  inserted  in  the  Noise  impacts  discussion  after  the  fourth 
full  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  175:    "Other  YBC 
residents,  employees,  visitors  and  conventioneers  living  near  (within  a 
few  hundred  feet)  or  regularly  passing  by  construction  sites  in  YBC  would 
also  occasionally  experience  speech  interference  and  annoyance." 

A  paragraph  is  added  to  p.  116  to  precede  the  first  paragraph  under  VISUAL 
IMPACTS,  as  follows: 

Parcels  throughout  YBC  would  be  under  construction  for  roughly  five 
or  more  years.    Construction  schedules  and  phasing  have  not  yet  been 
determined,  but  it  is  likely  that  more  than  one  parcel  could  be  under 
construction  at  a  time.    Construction  activities  could  have  a 
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negative  aesthetic  effect,  temporarily  discouraging  visitors, 
conven^noneers  or  sale  of  residential  units  in  YBC.    The  extent  of 
this  ^fect  is  difficult  to  assess,  but  could  be  no  more  severe  than 
the  existing  negative  aesthetic  effect  of  some  of  the  vacant 
buildings  and  open  rubble-strewn  lots. 

The  EIR  does  contain  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  construction  dust  and 
construction  noise  effects  on  sensitive  receptors  (see  the  third  full 
paragraph  on  p.  214  and  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  216).  In 
addition,  the  following  measure  is  added  as  the  first  measure  under 
Additional  Measures  Suggested  on  p.  206: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
construct  temporary  wooden  barricades  around  the  perimeter  of 
construction  sites  (where  they  border  pedestrian  routes)  in  order  to 
screen  pedestrians  from  construction  activities  wherever  possible. 


Construction  Dust  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"The  Supplement  correctly  notes  the  dust  and  dirt  generated  by  the  excavation 
and  construction  activity  of  the  project.    During  the  excavation  and 
construction  of  the  Moscone  Convention  Center,  Woolf  House  I  sustained  notable 
accumulation  of  grime  on  its  east  facade  in  substantial  excess  of  its  other 
elevations.    This  negative  impact  constrained  the  choice  of  exterior  paint 
colors  for  the  planned  repainting  of  Woolf  House  I  along  with  Woolf  House  II, 
eliminating  the  preferred  'cream  color'  treatment.    Excavation  and 
construction  in  CB-2  must  be  expected  to  also  have  such  a  negative  impact,  and 
the  normal  repainting  of  Woolf  House  cannot  be  carried  out  until  1990  under 
budget  restraints.    Hence  a  required  mitigation  is  needed,  that  given 
noticeable  discoloration  and  grime  accumulation  of  the  facade  of  Woolf  House 
(and  presumably  other  structures  adjacent  to  CB-2  and  CB-1  where  major 
excavation  is  planned),  the  responsible  developer  shall  be  required  to  carry 
out  the  cleaning  and,  if  needed,  partial  repainting  of  that  facade  at  the 
developer's  expense."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  developer  should  be  responsible  for  mitigating  those  impacts  directly 
caused  by  the  developer's  activity.    Since  dustfall  and  accumulation  of 
grime  on  buildings  (parked  cars,  statuary,  street  furniture,  etc.)  is 
common  throughout  the  City,  not  all  of  the  accumulated  dirt  on  a  nearby 
facade  would  be  due  to  a  developer's  construction  activity  (particularly 
if  the  nearby  building's  last  cleaning  occurred  before  construction 
began).    The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  the  third  full 
paragraph  on  p.  214,  to  take  into  account  varying  situations  and  degrees 
of  responsibility: 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  working  with  developers  to 
encourage  them  to  partially  reimburse  the  costs  of  cleaning  nearby 
facades  where  an  increase  in  the  rate  of  dust  accumulation  has 
clearly  been  the  result  of  the  developer's  construction  activities. 

Inclusion  of  this  measure  would  also  encourage  developer  enforcement  of 
the  preceding  mitigation  measure  on  p.  214  of  the  EIR,  relating  to  dust 
generation  controls. 


Revision  of  Cumulative  Air  Quality  Impacts 

Updating  the  Transportation  section  of  the  EIR  in  the  Response  to  Revision 
of  Cumulative  Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89,  necessitates  revising 
parts  of  the  Air  Quality  section  of  the  EIR,  as  well.    1988  Cumulative 
(Base  Case  or  Background)  traffic  traveling  through  YBC,  but  not  directly 
generated  by  YBC,  was  projected  for  the  Draft  EIR  based  on  a  list  of 
31  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  which  were  to  be  occupied  after  1981, 
or  which  were  under  environmental  review.    In  addition,  a  growth  factor 
(percentage)  was  applied  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  to 
account  for  1988  contributions  from  new  development  outside  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  YBC.    This  growth  factor  was  based  on  an  extrapolation  of  past 
traffic  volume  growth  trends  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    The  updated 
cumulative  traffic  volumes,  presented  in  Revision  of  Cumulative 
Transportation  Impacts,  p.  C&R-89,  are  generated  from  a  list  ot 
/y  projects  under  construction,  approved,  or  with  well-defined  proposed 
plans,  in  the  greater  Downtown  and  South  of  Market  area  (see  Appendix  C, 
Table  C-8  (revised),  p.  C-7).    Since  this  revised  list  is  assumed  to  be 
comprehensive,  no  additional  growth  factor  is  added  to  the  generated 
cumulative  traffic  volumes  through  YBC. 

Since  traffic  projected  to  be  generated  by  the  Main  Program  and  its 
variants  has  not  been  revised,  only  those  air  quality  calculations 
dependent  upon  projected  cumulative  traffic,  the  CO  concentration 
calculations,  need  to  be  changed.    The  revised  Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  170 
and  173  of  the  EIR,  are  shown  below.    In  all  cases,  the  changes  made  to 
these  tables  involved  less  than  0.5  ppm.    In  most  cases,  CO  concentrations 
went  down  from  those  presented  in  the  Draft  EIR.    This  is  because  the 
growth  factor  added  into  the  Draft  EIR  projections  resulted  in  slightly 
higher  traffic  volumes  through  YBC  than  the  updated  and  expanded 
cumulative  list  generates  alone. 

Because  revisions  in  projected  CO  concentrations  presented  in  Tables  19 
and  20  are  minor,  only  one  text  change  is  necessary.    In  the  last  sentence 
on  p.  171  of  the  EIR,  "90%"  is  changed  to  "85%". 
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TABLE  19:         ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 
CONCENTRATIONS*  (ppm)**:  MAIN  PROGRAM 


Averaging  1981  1988  1988  Base  plus 

Location  Time  Existing  Base  Case+         Main  Program 


Harrison  & 

1-hour 

20.3 

13.8 

16.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.2*** 

6.7 

7.1 

Folsom  & 

1-hour 

21.2 

14.2 

15.5 

Third 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

6.7 

7.1 

Folsom  & 

1-hour 

20.1 

14.1 

15.4 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

6.6 

6.9 

Howard  & 

1-hour 

20.8 

13.8 

14.6 

Third 

8-hour 

10.0*** 

6.5 

6.7 

Howard  & 

1-hour 

21.0 

17.9 

20.5 

Fourth 

8-hour 

10.3*** 

7.0 

7.6 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

24.5 

16.2 

17.0 

Third 

8-hour 

10.9*** 

7.1 

7.3 

Mission  & 

1-hour 

17.9 

11.6 

12.3 

Fourth 

8-hour 

9.3*** 

5.9 

6.1 

*    Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 

Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 

7.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1981;  7.9  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in 

1988. 

**    ppm:    parts  per  million 

***    Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:    35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for 
8  hours. 

+    1988  Base  includes  existing  traffic,  and  traffic  from  cumulative  office 
development  listed  in  Table  C-8,  Appendix  C  (revised),  p.  C-7,  and  traffic 
from  the  Convention  Center  (on  a  day  of  maximum  attendance,  expected  to  occur 
fewer  than  ten  times  per  year),  but  excludes  the  Main  Program. 

NOTE:    Eight-hour  concentrations  exceeding  the  standard  in  the  1981  Existing 
Case  occur  on  the  order  of  one  to  ten  times  per  year. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Qual  ity  l/^Pact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Information  Bulletin,  updated  with  BAAQMU,  July  iy«l,  EMFAC-b 
Emission  Factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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TABLE  20:         PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 
CONCENTRATIONS*  (ppm)**:  MAIN  PROGRAM  AND  VARIANTS 


Averaging  1988  Base  Case  and  Variants  +    1988  Base  Case  plus 

Location  Time  A  B  C  D  ~         Main  Program 

Harrison  &  1-hour  16.6  16.4  16.5  16.3  16.5 

Fourth  8-hour  7.1  7.1  7.1  7.0  7.1 

Folsom  &  1-hour  15.6  15.5  15.5  15.4  15.5 

Third  8-hour  7.1  7.1  7.1  7.1  7.1 

Folsom  &  1-hour  15.5  15.3  15.4  15.5  15.4 

Fourth  8-hour  7.0  6.9  6.9  6.9  6.9 

Howard  &  1-hour  14.7  14.6  14.6  14.6  14.6 

Third  8-hour  6.7  6.7  6.7  6.7  6.7 

Howard  &  1-hour  20.6  20.2  20.5  20.1  20.5 

Fourth  8-hour  7.7  7.6  7.6  7.5  7.6 

Mission  &  1-hour  17.0  17.0  17.0  16.9  17.0 

Third  8-hour  7.3  7.3  7.3  7.3  7.3 

Mission  &  1-hour  12.3  12.3  12.3  12.3  12.3 

Fourth  8-hour  6.1  6.1  6.1  6.1  6.1 


^    Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 

Background  concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  12.8  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 

7.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1981;  7.9  ppm  for  one  hour  and  4.9  ppm  for  8  hours  in 

1988. 

**  ppm:    parts  per  million 


Variant  A 
Variant  B 
Variant  C 
Variant  D 


the  Reduced-Housing/Increased-Off ice-and-Retail  Variant  for  CB-1 
the  No-Housing  Variant  for  CB-1 
the  Housing  Variant  for  CB-2 

the  Increased-Housing/Reduced-Off ice  Variant  for  EB-2 


All  variants  include  the  rest  of  the  Main  Program  for  all  blocks  in  YBC  not 
changed  by  the  variant. 

NOTE:    None  of  the  concentrations  above  exceeds  the  applicable  standards: 
35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for  eight  hours. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Qual ity  Impact  Analysis  of 
Project.    Information  Bulletin,  updated  with  BAAQMD,  July  1981,  EMFAC-6 
Emission  Factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 
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Level  of  Service  Effects  on  Air  Quality  Projections 

COMMENT 

"We  understand  that  full  account  was  taken  of  critical  factors  such  as 
elevated  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  due  to  slow  vehicular  movement  where 
traffic  projections  indicate  Levels  of  Service  C  and  D  at  some  intersections." 

"It  is  noted  that,  due  to  updated  projections,  'CO  standards  (in  1988,  the 
target  buildout  date)  would  be  exceeded  only  on  portions  of  the  YBC  blocks 
adjacent  to  the  James  Lick  Freeway'  (p.  251).    Given  the  high  background  level 
of  CO,  intersections  modeled  will  approach,  but  not  exceed,  CO  standards. 
This,  of  course,  assumes  correct  projections  in  EMFAC6C  emission 
f actors--i.e. :    no  federal  or  state  relaxation  of  vehicle  emission  controls." 
(Mi  Hon  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

The  Commentor  is  correct.    A  reduced  level  of  service  at  an  intersection 
resulted  in  lower  average  projected  speeds  through  the  intersection. 
Carbon  monoxide  emission  factors  are  dependent  on  vehicle  speed;  the 
emission  factors  increase  as  speeds  decrease.    Through  adjustments  in 
vehicle  speeds,  level  of  service  effects  were  taken  into  account  in  all 
carbon  monoxide  concentration  calculations. 

The  EMFAC6C  emission  factors  used  in  the  EIR  analysis  assume  that  the 
regulatory  climate  existing  in  1980  would  continue  unchanged  through  the 
projected  Main  Program  build-out  year,  1988.    The  following  sentence  is 
added  after  the  first  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  171  to 
clarify  this  assumption:    "The  projections  assume  that  existing 
government-mandated  controls  would  remain  unchanged  through  the  projected 
Main  Program  build-out  year,  1988." 


Comparison  of  Air  Quality  Effects  of  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives 
COMMENT 

"However,  the  Draft  Second  Supplement  does  state  that  Alternative  C  of  the 
1978  FEIR  would  generate  the  lowest  CO  concentrations.  Alternative  B  the 
second  lowest--still  lower  than  the  current  Main  Program  (p.  169).  No 
quantitative  comparison  is  given  because  of  changes  in  methodology  between  the 
1978  FEIR  and  the  Draft  Second  Supplement.    Thus,  from  an  air  quality  point  of 
view.  Alternative  C  is  obviously  preferable,  and  Alternative  B  is  next,  of  all 
the  alternatives  and  variants  studied.    We  are,  of  course,  in  no  position  to 
judge  the  feasibility  or  other  cost/benefit  aspects  of  the  alternatives." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

Comment  noted.    A  quantitative  comparison  between  pollutants  generated  by 
the  Main  Program  and  pollutants  generated  by  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives, 
cannot  be  made  because  the  vehicle  trip  generation  methodology,  on  which 
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the  air  quality  calculations  depend,  differs  between  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  and 

this  Second  Supplement.    A  comparison  of  the  1977-78  transportation 

methodology  and  the  updated  methodology  used  in  the  Second  Supplement  is 
presented  in  Appendix  C. 


Air  Quality  Effects  of  Variants 
COMMENT 

"Comparison  of  the  'Main  Program'  with  four  'variants'  shows  no  significant 
differences  among  them  in  CO  concentrations  at  intersections." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

The  Conmentor  is  referring  to  the  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  shown  in 
Table  20,  p.  173  (revised  as  part  of  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air  Quality 
Imp acts,  p.  C&R-131,  above).    Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  any  of  the 
intersections  analyzed  vary  between  the  variants  by  less  than  1  ppm.  This 
is  because  each  variant  involves  a  density  change  of  at  most  three  uses  on 
only  one  block  in  YBC.    All  other  YBC  blocks  remain  unchanged  and  common 
to  the  other  variants.    (This  is  in  contrast  to  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives, 
each  of  which  is  a  distinct  and  complete  program  for  all  of  YBC.)  In 
addition,  pollutant  contributions  from  cumulative  (or  base  case)  traffic 
traveling  through  YBC  is  constant  across  the  variants,  as  are  pollutant 
contributions  from  upwind  sources  not  traveling  through  YBC.  These 
factors  common  to  all  four  variants  have  a  greater  effect  on  pollutant 
concentrations  in  YBC  than  do  the  differences  between  the  variants. 


Inclusion  in  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan 
COMMENT 

"Page  86,  saying  it  is  most  likely  full  build  up  of  YBC  was  taken  into  account 
in  1979  air  quality  projections  seems  speculative  at  best,  inaccurate  and 
incomplete."    (Comnissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

In  order  to  clarify  the  relationship  between  the  proposed  Main  Program  and 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  and  to  reflect  the  receipt  of  more  complete, 
information  from  ABAC,  the  last  sentence  in  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  86 
of  the  EIR  is  replaced  with  the  following. 

Estimates  of  future  emissions  developed  for  the  1979  and  1982  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Plans  were  determined  from  data  collected  by  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAC)  on  regional  trends  in 
population,  employment  and  land  use,  not  by  considering  the 
individual  effects  of  proposed  future  projects.    (A  description  of 
the  methodology  used  for  compiling  the  emission  inventories  can  be 
found  in  ABAG  Technical  Memos  #12  and  #36). /I/    This  approach  is 


C&R-135 


XV.    Summary  of  Corments  and  Responses 
Climate  and  Air  Quality 


similar  to  the  "employment  trend  approach"  for  cumulative 
transportation  impact  analysis,  described  in  the  revised  Appendix  C, 
followitig  p.  C&R-171.    ABAC'S  projected  regional  trends  for 
employment  and  residential  population  by  "subregional  study  area"  are 
contained  in  ABAG,  January  1980,  Projections  79.    The  smallest 
"subregional  study  area"  containing  YBC  is  the  entire  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco.    Between  1980  and  1990  ABAG  projects  San 
Francisco's  population  will  decrease  from  659,736  to  650,145,  a 
decrease  of  1.5%.    In  the  same  period,  employment  is  projected  to 
increase  from  542,644  to  611,176,  a  12.6%  increase.  Assuming 
completion  of  the  Main  Program  by  1988,  the  population  in  YBC  would 
increase  from  about  600  in  1982  to  about  3,800  in  1988,  a  533% 
increase.    In  the  same  period,  YBC  employment  would  increase  from 
about  8,000  to  about  25,000,  a  212%  increase.    Although  YBC's  rate  of 
growth  would  clearly  be  greater  than  that  assumed  by  ABAG  for  San 
Francisco  as  a  whole,  unknown  growth  rate  fluctuations  in  other  parts 
of  San  Francisco  could  balance  YBC's  growth  rate,  for  a  citywide 
average  growth  rate  within  that  projected  by  ABAG.    Therefore,  since 
the  Air  Quality  Plan  is  not  based  on  project-by-project  projections, 
the  only  readily  available  means  to  determine  whether  or  not  a 
project  would  conform  to  the  Plan  would  be  to  compare  traffic  control 
mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  with  the  traffic 
control  mitigation  measures  recommended  by  the  Air  Quality  Plan.  The 
Transportation  System  Management  measures  (van-pooling,  car-pooling, 
flextime)  listed  on  p.  211  are  those  measures  recommended  by  the  Air 
Quality  Plan  that  would  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  to  enforce. 

Footnote 

/I/  Irene  Kahn,  Assistant  to  the  Air  Quality  and  Energy  Resources  Program 
Manager,  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  telephone 
comnunicat ion,  September  20,  1982. 


CO  Hot  Spot  Monitoring 
COMMENT 

"Page  84  and  85  ...  air  pollution,  measurements  at  939  Ellis  and  929  Third, 
don't  tell  the  story,  particularly  at  peak  hours.  I  think  Bay  Area  Quality 
Management  District  has  some  figures  for  Second  or  Third  and  Howard,  I  have 
seen  those.  But  some  data  should  be  gathered  on  this  site  to  know  the  real 
situation.  In  figures  that  I  have  seen,  they  have  done  in  a  spot  monitoring, " 
it's  quite  clear  that  measurements  on  downtown,  particularly  south  of  Market 
sites  are  much  higher  in  pollution.    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  concentration  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  in  the  atmosphere  at  a 
particular  location  can  be  thought  of  as  resulting  from  a  superposition  of 
two  components:  a  background  concentration,  reflecting  the  cumulative 
effects  of  distant  sources  of  CO,  and  the  local  concentration,  indicative 
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of  the  effects  that  local  emission  sources  (particularly  traffic)  and 
meteorological  conditions  have  on  the  total  CO  concentration  at  a  specific 
site. 

The  readings  of  CO  concentration  taken  by  the  Bay  Area  Quality  Management 
Districts  (BAAQMD)  at  the  monitoring  station  at  900  23rd  St.  (transferred 
from  939  Ellis  St.  in  January  1980)  provide  information  only  on  the 
city-wide  CO  background  concentration.    The  BAAQMD  readings  are  not  used 
in  EIRs  to  represent  sidewalk-level  concentrations  on  streets  downtown. 
When  EIRs  are  prepared  for  projects  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  a  local  CO 
concentration,  which  reflects  the  contribution  of  local  sources  under 
worst-case  meteorological  conditions,  is  calculated,  based  on  actual 
traffic  counts  at  the  specific  location  and  using  BAAQMD-approved 
procedures. 

For  the  past  few  years,  the  BAAQMD  has  been  periodically  monitoring 
CO  concentrations  at  selected  sites  in  downtown  San  Francisco:    at  Battery 
and  Washington  Sts.,  Geary  and  Taylor  Sts.,  and  Harrison  and  Spear  Sts. 
using  mobile  sensing  equipment.    The  BAAQMD  has  not  done  any  monitoring 
South  of  Market,  because  the  generally  smoothly  moving  traffic  conditions, 
and  lower  building  heights  and  development  densities  there  facilitate 
pollutant  dispersion.    Pollutant  accumulation  and  formation  of  CO 
"Hotspots"  are  less  likely  South  of  Market  than  in  congested  Downtown 
areas.    On-site  monitoring  is  expensive  and  must  be  conducted  during 
periods  of  weather  favorable  to  high  air  pollution  levels  in  order  to  give 
an  indication  of  the  peak  CO  concentration  expected  at  that  site.  The 
BAAQMD  believes  that  if  a  monitoring  program  of  aproximately  eight  weeks 
duration  were  conducted  at  a  site  during  the  late  fall  or  winter  (the 
highest  air  pollution  concentrations  in  the  Bay  Area  are  usually  measured 
during  this  period),  the  CO  concentrations  measured  would  probably  be  more 
indicative  of  existing  worst-case  concentrations  than  values  calculated 
from  a  theoretical  model.    If  the  monitoring  were  done  for  a  shorter 
period  or  under  more  favorable  weather  conditions,  the  maximum  expected  CO 
concentrations  at  the  site  would  probably  be  underestimated.    (T.  Perardi, 
Dept.  Head,  Research  and  Planning,  BAAQMD,  telephone  cormunication.  May 
25,  1982)    In  any  case,  information  gained  from  an  eight-week  on-site 
monitoring  program  would  only  represent  existing  SETTING  conditions. 
Cumulative  and  project-generated  air  quality  impacts  in  1988  would  still 
be  determined  using  the  BAAQMD-approved  calculations  as  presented  in  the 
EIR. 


CO  Hot  Spot  Mitigation  Measures 
COMMENT 

"There  is  a  general  principle  which  we  have  found  applies  especially  to  center 
city  redevelopment  opportunities.    Air  qual ity--especi al ly  the  prevention  of 
CO  'hot  spots' — is  benefited  by  minimization  of  automobiles  moving  in  or 
through  the  area.    Therefore,  to  the  degree  that  they  are  feasible,  the  BAAQMD 
normally  endorses  such  measures  as: 

0      pedestrian  streets  and  districts. 
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0      fostering  of  transit  use  and  ridesharing  programs, 

0       off-site  parking  with  shuttle,  walk  or  people-mover  services, 

0      density  of  uses  below  levels  which  generate  automobile  volume  and 
congestion  so  as  to  cause  CO  exceedances,  and/or 

0      walk-to-work  opportunities  through  provision  of  housing  appropriate 
to  workers  whose  places  of  employment  are  in  nearby  blocks." 

"Where  mitigations  such  as  those  mentioned  above  are  considered,  we  recommend 
that  the  measures  be  as  definitive  as  possible.    Thus,  such  statements  as: 
•The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  encouraging  individual  employers  to 
implement  ...  transit  and  traffic  impact  mitigation  measures'  (p.  211)  are  not 
nearly  as  potentially  effective  as  a  call  for  firm  commitments--e.g. , 
developers  and  successor  property  owners  will  be  obligated  to  obtain 
agreements,  from  leasees  and  property  purchasers  who  are  employers,  to  the 
effect  that  they  will  carry  out  specific  programs  which  foster  transit  use, 
ridesharing,  flexible  work  arrangements  and/or  other  devices  for  minimizing 
vehicle  congestion  by  employees.    Only  a  firm,  well  defined  mitigation  measure 
can  be  translated  into  estimates  of  quantified  air  quality  benefits  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  EIR  information  to  the  public  and  policy-makers." 
(Milton  Feldstein) 

RESPONSE 

The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  pedestrian  streets  and  districts  are 
discussed  in  the  Response  to  YBC  Automobile  Ban,  p.  C&R-116.  That 
Response  points  out  that  although  some  reduction  in  CO  concentration  at 
roadside  locations  in  YBC  would  occur  if  automobiles  were  banned, 
existing,  cumulative  and  YBC-generated  traffic  diverted  to  other  streets 
would  experience  greater  congestion  and  reduced  speeds.    This  would  cause 
increased  emissions  on  those  streets  from  the  diverted  traffic,  as  well  as 
add  to  the  emissions  of  existing  traffic  on  those  streets.  Banning 
traffic  from  YBC  would  also  likely  cause  greater  trip  lengths  in  the  YBC 
area,  increasing  total  pollutant  emissions  from  that  area. 

Encouragement  of  transit  and  ridesharing  programs  are  included  as 
suggested  mitigation  measures  on  pp.  211,  213  and  214  of  the  EIR. 
Provision  of  shuttle  services  for  Convention  Center  delegates  has  been 
suggested  as  a  mitigation  measure  on  p.  211  of  the  EIR.    Convention  center 
delegates  would  make  up  40%  of  the  worst-case  pedestrian  traffic  in  YBC. 
BART,  Muni  Metro  and  Muni  buses  provide  direct  local  and  regional  service 
to  YBC  (see  Figure  13,  p.  81  of  the  EIR).    The  Downtown  Transportation 
Plan  of  the  City's  Transportation  Element  designates  areas  under  the  James 
Lick  Freeway  as  appropriate  for  long-term  parking.    These  areas  would  be 
within  a  walk  or  short  Muni  ride  of  YBC. 

Low-density  development  of  YBC  has  been  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  as 
Alternative  C.    It  should  be  noted  that  the  Main  Program  would  not  cause 
CO  exceedences  at  any  of  the  intersections  in  YBC  (see  the  revised 
Tables  19  and  20,  pp.  C&R-132  to  133).    Walk-to-work  opportunities  and  the 
provision  of  housing  in  YBC  affordable  to  its  office  workers  has  been 
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discussed  in  the  Response  to  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in 
YBC,  p.  C&R-63.    A  suggested  mitigation  measure  has  been  included  as  part 
of  that  Response  to  provide  additional  affordable  housing  in  YBC. 

For  reasons  discussed  in  MITIGATION  (GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS),  p.  C&R-168, 
and  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West  of  YBC  -  Mitigation, 
p.  C&R-37,  the  mitigation  measures  listed  in  the  EIR  are  "suggested" 
mitigation  measures.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  has  primary 
responsibility  for  acting  on  these  measures.    The  Commission  would 
consider  and  act  upon  each  mitigation  measure  just  prior  to  action  by  the 
Commission  on  each  proposed  land  disposition  and  development  agreement 
(LDA).    At  that  time,  the  mitigation  measures  adopted  as  conditions  for 
approval  of  each  LDA  would  be  firmly  worded  and  responsibilities  for 
implementation  clearly  defined;  thus  the  mitigation  measures  could  be  made 
specific  to  each  LDA. 

Not  enough  is  known  about  specific  employers  in  YBC  to  be  able  to  judge 
the  applicablity  of  requiring  "flex"  time  or  van  pooling  (the  second 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  211  of  the  EIR,  referred  to  by  the  Cormentor) . 
Since  this  EIR  is  intended  to  be  applicable  for  all  remaining  LDA's  for 
YBC,  each  of  which  may  involve  a  large  number  of  tenants,  implementation 
of  this  measure  has  to  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis.    Adoption  of 
the  flex  time/van  pooling  measure  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
would  commit  the  Agency  to  good-faith  enforcement  of  the  measure,  while 
allowing  it  the  flexibility  to  consider  applicability  to  each  case. 


Regional  Emissions  and  Emissions  Avoidance  Costs  -  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"What  are  the  project  and  cumulative  development  (39  million  square  feet) 
inpacts  on  regional  air  quality?    What  would  be  the  additional  VMT,  and 
additional  NOx  and  HC  emissions?    Using  current  technology,  what  would  be  the 
costs  associated  with  avoiding  these  emissions  (i.e.,  the  costs  of  additional 
pollution  control  equipment  on  vehicles  or  stationary  sources  to  offset  the 
cumulative  emissions  increases)?" 

"The  developers  should  be  required  by  the  Agency  to  pay  the  full  costs  of 
offsetting  all  air  pollution  emissions  (direct  and  indirect)  created  by  the 
project."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Project  and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  presented  and  discussed  on 
pp.  169-174  of  the  EIR.    Revised  Tables  19  and  20  are  shown  in  the 
Response  under  Revision  of  Cumulative  Air  Quality  Impacts,  p.  C&R-131.  It 
should  be  noted  that  these  tables  were  revised  to  incorporate  the  effects 
of  cumulative  development  shown  in  Tables  C-8  and  C-9,  pp.  C-7  and  C-10. 
Mr,  Imparato's  list  containing  39  million  sq.ft.  of  cumulative  development 
was  not  used  for  reasons  listed  in  the  Response  to  Expansion  of  the 
Cumulative  Project  List,  p.  C&R-85. 
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In  order  to.bring  ambient  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone  concentrations  in  the 
Say  Area  be|ow  Federal  and  State  standards  by  1987,  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  has  proposed  a  new  set  of  control  measures  to 
be  implemented  as  part  of  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.    Studies  of 
the  measures*  cost-effectiveness  have  determined  that  necessary  reduction 
in  hydrocarbons  (the  major  source  of  ozone)  and  carbon  monoxide  emissions 
would  cost  about  $2,100  and  $200  per  ton  respectively.    Total  Bay  Area 
pollutant  reductions  and  growth  offsets  necessary  to  meet  the  1987 
standards  are  expected  to  cost  roughly  $100  million  per  year. /I/  Because 
traffic  associated  with  the  YBC  Main  Program  would  contribute  about  one 
ton  per  day  of  hydrocarbons  and  10.9  tons  per  day  of  carbon  monoxide  to 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin,  the  total  cost  of  offsetting  these  emissions  would 
be  about  $800,000  per  year  for  each  pollutant.    Since  Bay  Area 
concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone  have  been  declining  steadily 
over  the  past  ten  years,  in  spite  of  growth,  new  emissions  do  not  have  to 
be  100%  offset  in  order  to  meet  1987  target  deadlines.    Some  portion  of 
the  Main  Program's  $1.6  million  per  year  of  pollutant  offsetting  cost, 
therefore,  is  part  of  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan's  projected  $100 
million  per  year  total.    These  costs  of  emission  reductions  would 
initially  fall  upon  business  and  industry,  but  would  eventually  be  paid  by 
consumers  and  local  taxpayers.    (It  should  be  noted  that  since  the  new 
project  emissions  are  "indirect"  emissions,  i.e.,  generated  by  vehicles 
traveling  to  and  from  YBC  rather  than  by  uses  within  the  project  itself, 
direct  and  specific  assigrment  of  pollutant  costs  is  problematic.)  In 
contrast  to  this  economic  burden  on  the  local  economy,  the  YBC  Main 
Program  would  bring  50,000  direct  and  indirect  jobs  to  the  Bay  Area.  This 
new  income  could  contribute,  in  part,  to  the  costs  of  emissions  reductions 
throughout  the  Bay  Area. 

Footnote 

/I/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  July,  1982,  1982  Draft 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 


NOISE 


Susceptibility  of  Elderly  Residents  to  Noise 

co^MEN^ 

"We  appreciate  the  sensitivity  toward  the  possible  noise  impacts  on  Woolf 
House  and  the  proposed  mitigation. 

"However,  the  Supplement  remains  inadequate,  as  was  the  FEIR,  in  its 
discussion  of  noise  inpacts  on  the  area's  elderly  housing,  particularly  those 
sites  on  major  streets,  Woolf  House  and  the  proposed  Mendelsohn  House.  Both 
fail  to  discuss  the  relative  inpacts  according  to  the  time  of  day,  and  the 
days  of  the  week,  of  noise  impacts.    Nighttime  noise  and  noise  during  all 
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weekend  hours  is  presently  significantly  less  than  daylight  weekday  hours, 
especially  duriri^g  rush  hours.    However,  the  Main  Program  and  all  Variants, 
incorporating  as  they  do  the  "Gardens"  concept,  are  intended  explicitely  to 
introduce  new  large  scale  evening  and  weekend  activity  in  the  area,  with 
exterior  events  that  will  generate  to  an  unknown  extent  new  noise  sources." 

"There  is  no  question,  as  can  be  confirmed  by  personal  observation,  that 
current  weekday  traffic  noise  inpacts  at  Woolf  House  are  a  serious  negative 
impact  already  accomplished  on  these  residential  units.    Insofar  as  additional 
project-generated  auto  traffic,  and  cumulative  downtown  development-generated 
auto  traffic  will  force  an  increase  in  the  length  of  the  weekday  'rush  hours' 
{ 'spreading  the  peak'),  these  severe  negative  impacts  will  be  increased." 
(Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  discussion  on  p.  176  of  the  EIR  points  out  that  existing  noise  levels 
along  YBC  major  streets  are  high;    about  70  dBA  to  75  dBA  over  a  24-hour 
period  (Ldn).    Existing  24-hour  noise  levels  (Ldn)  at  existing  and 
proposed  housing  sites  throughout  YBC  range  from  about  65  dBA  to  74  dBA 
(p.  176  of  the  EIR,  and  Table  9,  p.  88  of  the  EIR).    These  levels  are  now 
loud  enough  to  interrupt  speech,  and  disturb  concentration  and  sleep  in 
those  residences  without  noise  insulation  near  major  YBC  streets.  The 
first  paragraph  on  p.  176  states  that  increases  in  YBC  traffic  associated 
with  the  highest  intensity  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  or  with  the  proposed  Main 
Program  would  cause  existing  traffic  noise  levels  there  to  increase  an 
imperceptible  amount.    The  Main  Program,  therefore,  is  not  expected  to 
have  additional  traffic  noise  impacts  on  elderly  housing  along  major 
streets . 

Although  increased  cumulative  traffic  expected  to  occur  in  YBC  by  1988 
would  likely  contribute  to  "spreading  the  peak"  rush-hour  period,  it  is 
unlikely  that  this  effect  would  be  great  enough  to  noticeably  alter 
existing  noise  levels.    Traffic  volumes  at  a  given  time  would  have  to 
double  for  a  just  noticeable  (3  dBA)  increase  in  traffic  noise  to  occur. 

The  YBC  FEIR  Appendices  present  24-  and  48-hour  noise  measurement 
information  for  housing  sites  throughout  YBC  (YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 
Appendix  H,  Tables  H-2  -  H-12,  pp.  135-142)  and  for  weekday  and  weekend 
periods.    At  all  sites  the  peak  weekday  one-hour  (rush-hour)  average  noise 
intensity  (Leq)  is  about  68  dBA  to  75  dBA.    The  quietest  one-hour  Leq  in  a 
24-hour  period  (generally  sometime  between  3:00  AM  and  5:00  AM)  is  about 
10  dBA  less,  or  about  58  dBA  to  65  dBA.    Although  this  is  an  apparent 
halving  of  the  daytime  rush  hour  traffic  noise,  these  outdoor  noise  levels 
are  still  loud  enough  to  cause  one  to  raise  one's  normal  speaking  voice  to 
be  heard  within  a  few  feet.    Noise  levels  on  Saturday  and  Sunday  are  only 
just  perceptibly  (i.e.,  by  about  3dBA)  less  than  comparable  weekday  noise 
levels  in  YBC. 

Page  179  of  the  Second  Supplement  discusses  possible  new  activity  noise 
which  could  be  generated  by  the  Main  Program  on  CB-2.    Unamplified  brass 
instruments  (such  as  trumpets)  and  amplified  sound  would  be  those  noises 
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most  likely^to  be  audible  over  traffic  noise  at  housing  sites  surrounding 
CB-2,  so  these  noises  receive  particular  attention  in  the  discussions  on 
pp.  179,  180,  and  181.    General  crowd  and  activity  noise  would  not  be 
audible  over  traffic  noise  at  the  edges  of  CB-2  (p.  180  of  the  EIR);  since 
general  crowd  and  activity  noise  at  the  edge  of  CB-2  is  projected  to  be 
about  50  dBA  (based  on  measurements  presented  on  p.  179  of  the  EIR),  it 
probably  would  not  be  audible  across  the  street  from  CB-2  even  during  the 
quietest  early  morning  hours  in  YBC.    Therefore,  those  noise  sources  of 
greatest  concern,  even  over  a  24-hour  period,  would  most  likely  be 
confined  to  loud  music  or  amplified  sound. 

Although  Woo  If  House  would  potentially  be  the  most  affected  by  amplified 
noise  from  CB-2,  other  housing  in  the  area  (including  Mendelsohn  House) 
could  also  be  affected.    The  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  217  states 
that:    "Should  an  amphitheatre  or  other  outdoor  performance  area  be 
provided  on  CB-2,  the  Redevelopment  Agnecy  would  require  the  Central 
Blocks  developer  to  perform  an  acoustical  analysis  to  develop  a  design  and 
placement  which  would  have  minimal,  if  any,  noise  effects  on  Woolf  House 
residents  and  residents  of  al 1  [emphasis  added]  other  housing  proposed  for 
or  existing  in  YBC." 


Nighttime  Noise  and  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"RE:    (Mitigation)  Noise  during  construction,  pg.  216:    Supplement  notes  on 
page  175  that  a  special  DPW  permit  is  required  for  nighttime  construction.  A 
required  Mitigation  should  be  that  the  DPW  should  notify  housing  projects 
management  in  the  YBC  area  of  any  such  permit  request  prior  to  approval,  to 
see  if  there  are  any  objections  and/or  problems."    (John  Elberling) 

"Since  the  type  of  activity  intended  for  the  convention  center  roof  may 
include  nighttime  uses  and  open  space  assembly  uses,  noise  impacts  from  CB-3 
need  to  be  reviewed  on  an  equal  footing  as  those  from  CB-2." 

"Obviously,  evening  noise  impacts  present  a  relatively  greater  negative  impact 
on  residents  of  the  elderly  housing.    Difficulty  in  sleeping  and  insomnia  are 
potentially  serious  problems  known  to  afflict  a  greater  proportion  of  elderly 
population  than  the  general  population.    Mitigation  to  schedule 
noise-generating  events  before  a  certain  point  in  the  evening  is  essential  to 
lessen  this  inpact.    Weekend  noise  impacts  will  also  be  a  negative  impact 
compared  to  the  present  situation.    Mitigation  to  schedule  noise-generating  . 
events  after  a  certain  point  in- the  morning  is  essential  to  lessen  this 
impact."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  precede  the  last  measure  on 
p.  216: 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  developers  to 
notify  the  management  of  housing  complexes  adjacent  to  or  across  the 
street  from  construction  sites  when  a  DPW  permit  for  nighttime 
construction  has  been  requested  for  those  construction  sites. 

Proposed  uses  for  CB-3  (on  the  roof  of  the  convention  center)  are 
Cultural,  Amusement/Recreation/Entertainment,  Retai  1/Commerci al  and  a 
Public  Park  or  Plaza.    It  currently  appears  likely  that  these  uses  would 
primarily  be  indoor  performance  theaters  or  cinemas,  shops  and  cafes. 
Outdoor  performances,  with  their  potential  for  loud  or  amplified  music, 
would  remain  on  CB-2,  which  would  have  spaces  (and  possibly  an 
amphitheatre)  designed  for  outdoor  performances.    Crowd  noise  would  most 
likely  be  the  loudest  noise  emanating  from  CB-3.    Because  of  the  high 
traffic  noise  levels  in  YBC,  CB-3  crowd  noise  generally  would  not  be 
audible  across  the  street  from  CB-3  (see  the  quantified  support  for  this 
conclusion  in  the  Response  to  Susceptibl i 1 ity  of  Elderly  Residents  to 
Noise,  above). 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  p.  179  of  the  EIR  to 
discuss  the  possible  worst-case  noise  effects  of  activities  on  CB-3: 

Although  outdoor  performance  areas  are  currently  not  under 
consideration  for  the  roof  of  the  convention  center,  an  occasional 
outdoor  performance  (such  as  a  marching  band)  could  occur  there. 
Residential  uses  on  surrounding  blocks,  SB-2,  SB-3,  WB-3  and  EB-3, 
could  all  be  affected  by  anplified  outdoor  performances.    Crowd  noise 
and  unanplified  music,  more  likely  on  CB-3  than  loud  or  amplified 
music,  would  generally  not  be  audible  across  any  of  CB-3's  bordering 
streets. 

An  additional  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  p.  217: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  not  to  permit  outdoor  amplified  performances  on  CB-3. 

A  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  p.  217  to  read: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  the  Central  Blocks 
developer  to  schedule  the  noisiest  outdoor  events  (amplified 
performances)  on  CB-2  to  avoid  normal  sleeping  hours. 


Noise  Mitigation  in  Subsidized  Housing 
COMMENT 

"Cost  constraints  of  federal  programs  may  preclude  use  of  double-glazing  on 
the  Folsom  St.  frontage  of  the  proposed  Mendelsohn  House  unless  required  as 
noise  mitigation;  we  would  accept  such  a  mitigation  requirement  in 
consideration  of  the  needs  of  our  future  tenants.    As  noted,  retrofit  of  Woolf 
House  I  and  II  with  double-glazing  is  not  economically  feasible;  Ceatrice 
Polite  Apartments  may  be  sufficently  removed  from  the  Central  Blocks  to  lessen 
noise  impacts."    (Peter  Mendelsohn) 
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RESPONSE 
Coiment  noted. 


Noise  Insulation  -  Mitigation 
COMMENT 

"Page  217,  Paragraph  2.    Noise  mitigation  measures  can  be  met  in  accordance 
with  accepted  methods  of  construction  and  by  using  material  which  will  achieve 
insulation  from  exterior  noises.    Of  course,  we  will  comply  with  all  laws 
relative  to  this  category."    (Joseph  Madonna) 

RESPONSE 

Comment  noted. 


ENERGY 


Nuclear  Power  Component  of  Electrical  Demand 
COMMENTS 

"Page  90... How  are  we  going  to  provide  for  the  energy  needs  of  the 
development,  and  we  are  informed  that  Diablo  Canyon  is  going  to  fill  some  of 
those  needs,  and  I  would  serious  question  that,  as  I'm  sure  you  folks  will  as 
well."    (Kay  Pachtner) 

"It  is  PG&E's  claim  that  they  can't  provide  power  for  YBC  and  other  downtown 
development  without  nuclear,  or  can  other  types  of  plants  carry  this  burden?" 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

P  G  and  E  claims  that  they  can  provide  power  to  YBC  and  other  downtown 
developments  without  Diablo  Canyon.    Nuclear  power  currently  accounts  for 
about  5%  of  P  G  and  E's  peak  generating  capacity.    This  is  scheduled  to 
rise  to  11.5%  when  Unit  1  of  Diablo  Canyon  comes  on  line  and  16%  expected 
with  the  start-up  of  Unit  2  of  Diablo  Canyon  in  late  1983  and  1984.  By 
1988,  the  year  of  projected  full  build-out  of  YBC,  P  G  and  E  anticipates 
reserve  margins  at  29.2%  including  nuclear  supplies.    If  all  nuclear 
sources  were  shut  down  at  that  time,  P  G  and  E  would  still  have  a  reserve 
margin  at  about  10%.    P  G  and  E  claims  that,  while  they  would  have  the 
necessary  peak  demand  capacity  without  nuclear  sources  in  1988,  their 
reserve  margins  would  be  lower  and  substitute  power  sources  would  be  more 
expensive.    YBC  would  account  for  about  0.1%  of  P  G  and  E's  system-wide 
1988  demand. 
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The  following  section  is  substituted  for  the  section  on  p.  90  of  the  EIR: 

Electricity  and  natural  gas  service  in  the  project  area  is  provided 
by  the  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (P  G  and  E).    P  6  and  E 
currently  obtains  its  electrical  energy  from  oil,  natural  gas, 
nuclear,  hydroelectric,  and  geothermal  sources.    New  demands  for 
electricity  in  the  P  G  and  E  service  area  of  Northern  California  will 
be  met  primarily  with  coal,  nuclear,  and  hydroelectric  sources. 
Co-generation  and  additional  geothermal  power  development  will  also 
be  used  to  supplement  the  existing  supplies.    Among  the  major  new 
power  plants  expected  by  P  G  and  E  are  the  Diablo  Canyon  nuclear 
plant  and  the  Helms  Pump  Storage  hydroelectric  plant. /2, 3/  Both 
projects  are  expected  by  P  G  and  E  to  have  their  first  units  begin 
operation  by  spring,  1983  (Diablo  Canyon's  start-up  is  contigent  upon 
completion  of  seismic  safety  studies  and  receipt  of  an  opeating 
permit  from  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission).    Unit  Two  of  Diablo 
Canyon  and  Units  Two  and  Three  of  the  Helms  Plant  are  anticipated  to 
begin  operating  in  by  the  end  of  the  summer,  1983.    Municipally  owned 
utilities  ancitipate  some  supplies  from  the  Harry  Allen  Nevada 
coal-fired  plant,  beginning  in  the  late  1980*s.    P  G  and  E  also 
anticipates  increased  purchases  of  electricity  from  other  utilities. 
This  power  is  expected  to  come  from  surplusses  generated  by 
hydroelectric  and  nuclear  plants  in  Washington  State.  These 
surpluses  are  uncertain  due  to  cancellation  of  two  of  the  five 
Washington  Public  Power  Supply  System  nuclear  plants  and  long-term 
delays  in  a  third  plant,  as  well  as  increased  demand  for  electricity 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest.    P  G  and  E  would  be  able  to  supply 
electricity  to  the  project  even  if  Diablo  Canyon  were  not  to  come  on 
line;  however,  projected  costs  would  be  higher  and  reserve  margins 
would  be  less./3/ 

The  project  and  other  office  development  under  review,  approved,  or 
under  construction  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (see  Table  E-1, 
pp.  253-255)  would  increase  electricity  consumption  by  about  260 
million  kil lowatt-hours  per  year  and  would  increase  natural  gas 
consumption  by  about  400  million  cubic  feet  per  year  for  building 
operations.    Transportation  associated  with  this  cumulative  office 
development  would  increase  diesel  fuel  consumption  by  about  1.3 
million  gallons  per  year,  gasoline  consumption  by  about  8.8  million 
gallons  per  year,  and  electricity  consumption  by  about  52  million 
kilowatt-hours  per  year  (including  electrical  use  by  Muni  trolleys). 
The  total  increase  in  energy  demand  would  be  about  five  trillion 
Btu/1/  annually,  equivalent  to  about  880,000  barrels  of  oil  per  year. 

The  following  note  is  added  to  the  Footnotes  on  p.  91  and  other  notes  are 
reordered  accordingly: 

/3/  James  Davidson,  Senior  Civil  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric, 
telephone  communications.  May  21,  1982,  August  3,  1982,  and 
October  21,  1982. 
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Potential  for  Solar  Energy 
COMMENT 

"A  great  place  to  experiment  with  solar,  it  seems  to  me."    (Kay  Pachtner) 
RESPONSE 

Solar  space  and  water  heating  could  be  used  in  some  of  the  lower-rise 
buildings  in  YBC.    For  effective  solar  heating  of  the  entire  structure, 
the  area  of  the  building  roof  should  not  be  less  than  one-third  of  the 
floor  area  of  the  building.    For  this  reason,  high-rise  structures  in  YBC 
could  not  benefit  from  solar  heating  to  the  degree  that  low-rise 
structures  would.    However,  some  solar  hot  water  heating  in  these 
buildings  could  be  feasible.    Some  higher-rise  structures  would  not  have 
adequate  roof  area  to  make  solar  water  or  space  heating  feasible,  due  to 
rooftop  mechanical  uses.    It  would  be  necessary  to  locate  structures  using 
solar  energy  so  that  they  would  not  be  shadowed  by  taller  buildings  in  the 
vicinity. 

The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  189,  to 
address  the  potential  use  of  solar  energy  for  space  and  water  heating  in 
YBC. 

Solar  energy  could  be  used  to  provide  supplementary  space  and  water 
heating  in  some  of  the  structures  in  YBC.    This  would  be  most 
feasible  in  low-rise  structures  not  shaded  by  other  buildings,  since 
the  low-rise  structures  would  have  the  most  favorable  ratio  of 
collector  space  (rooftop)  to  area  to  be  heated.    Some  supplementary 
solar  water  heating  could  be  incorporated  into  high-rise  buildings, 
provided  there  was  adequate  rooftop  space.    Because  the  exact  designs 
of  buildings  proposed  for  YBC  are  not  known  at  this  time,  the  extent 
that  they  would  be  able  to  incorporate  solar  space  and  water  heating 
cannot  be  determined. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  third 
paragraph  on  p.  218:    "The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  reviewing 
each  building  design  to  maximize  the  potential  for  incorporating  solar 
energy  for  space  and  water  heating  in  development  in  YBC,  where  feasible." 


Total  Energy  System  -  Mitigation 
CONWEm" 

"Page  218.    While  we  share  the  aims  of  a  "total  energy  system"  we  have  our 
reservation  about  this  item  subject  to  better  understanding  of  capital  costs, 
space  requirements,  and  operating  costs.    However,  we  are  aware  of  and 
concerned  about  these  issues  and  will  have  a  nationally  known  energy 
conservation  consultant  to  assist  us  in  planning  energy-efficient  building 
systems."    (Joseph  Madonna) 
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RESPONSE 

Comments  acknowledged. 


GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 


Safety  Glass 

coM^Ern" 

"Use  of  safety  glass  should  be  required  in  all  high  rise  office  building 
windows  as  a  mitigation  against  the  hazard  posed  by  an  earthquake." 
(Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

Safety  glass  is  currently  required  only  where  removal  of  windows  for  fire 
fighting  access  is  necessary.    The  San  Francisco  Building  Code  Section 
2314  K.5  (a)  regarding  exterior  elements,  regulates  the  emplacement  of 
windows. 

It  is  not  possible  to  determine  the  number  of  panes  that  would  fall  from 
project  high-rises,  where  they  would  fall  to,  or  whether  they  would  fall 
whole  or  in  pieces.    Although  safety  glass  would  eliminate  some  of  the 
sharp  edges  caused  by  breaking  glass,  it  would  not  prevent  the  windows 
from  falling  to  the  streets  and  striking  pedestrians.    In  the  Mitigation 
Section,  p.  220,  the  EIR  contains  a  mitigation  measure  providing  for  the 
design  and  positioning  of  buildings  to  minimize  the  fall  of  debris  and 
glass  into  streets,  sidewalks,  or  other  populated  areas. 


ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 


Heritage-Rated  Buildings  in  YBC 
COMMENTS 

"Page  270,  is  B  rating  description  accurate?"    (Conmissioner  Bierman) 

"Summary  (pp.  S-1  to  S-18):    This  section  does  not  contain  any  mention  of  the 
adverse  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  significant  architectural,  historic  or 
aesthetic  resources  in  or  near  the  project  area. 

"The  description  of  Heritage's  ratings  of  buildings  should  indicate  that  we 
consider  all  'A'  and  'B'  rated  buildings  eligible  for  the  National  Register, 
and  "C"-rated  buildings  to  be  eligible  as  a  part  of  National  Register  Historic 
Districts." 
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"This  organization  has  recently  completed  a  detailed  survey,  analysis  and 
rating  of  architr^ctural  resources  in  the  C-3  Zoning  District,  including 
buildings  that  were  not  identified  in  our  1979  survey.  Splendid  Survivors. 
The  significant  buildings  remaining  in  the  YBC  project  area,  which  are  within 
the  C-3  District,  are  identified  in  the  attachment.    The  'A*  and  'B'  buildings 
on  this  list  are  considered  by  Heritage  to  be  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  should  be  considered  for  preservation  in  the 
final  YBC  plans. 

"It  [The  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  section]  does  not  identify  several 
architecturally  significant  buildings  that  have  been  identified  and  evaluated 
by  Heritage  and  independent  experts,  in  our  recent  extension  of  the  Splendid 
Survivors  survey  throughout  the  C-3  Zoning  District  in  the  YBC  area. 
Attachment  1  to  this  letter  identifies  'A,*  'B,'  and  'C'-rated  buildings  that 
should  be  added  to  this  section.    The  footnote  on  page  99  should  be  changed  to 
reflect  the  significant  buildings  on  these  blocks." 

"The  effect  of  the  proposal  on  the  remaining  architecturally  and  historically 
significant  buildings  in  the  redevelopment  area  [should  be  discussed]." 
(H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  "B"  rating  description  provided  on  p.  270  is  accurate,  but 
abbreviated.    The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  first  sentence  on 
p.  270  to  further  detail  this  rating:    "These  buildings  tend  to  stand  out 
for  their  overall  quality  rather  than  for  any  particular  outstanding 
characteristics." 

Based  on  Heritage's  July  1982  survey,  the  following  buildings  are  added  to 
the  Table  of  Historic  or  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings,  pp.  98-99, 
and  to  the  map  on  p.  101: 

1)  The  Louis  Lurie  Bldg.,  608  Folsom  St.,  Heritage-rated  B; 

2)  The  Hemphill  Bldg.,  666-672  Howard  St.,  Heritage-rated  C; 

3)  The  MacGruer  and  Simpson  Bldg.,  819-823  Howard  St., 
Heritage-rated  C; 

4)  The  Collins  Hencke  Candy  Corp.  Bldg.,  610-622  Folsom  St., 
Heritage-rated  C; 

5)  The  Planters  Hotel,  286-298  Second  St.,  Heritage-rated  C; 

6)  The  Wagner  Bldg.,  70-74  Fourth  St.,  Heritage-rated  C. 

The  following  is  added  to  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Resources  Setting 
section  in  response  to  this  new  study. 

On  p.  100,  second  line:  "The  list  was  expanded  in  July  1982  to  cover 
the  YBC  area  south  to  Folsom  St." 

On.  p.  97,  last  line:  "Heritage  considers  A  and  B  rated  buildings  to 
be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places." 

On  p.  99.  footnotes,  WB-1  and  WB-3  are  deleted  from  footnote  **. 
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The  structures  rated  by  Heritage  in  July  1982  are  added  to  discussions  in 
the  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Impact  section  as  follows.    On  p.  203,  on 
the  fourth  and  fifth  lines,  the  phrase,  "with  the  possible  exception  of 
the  B-rated  Williams  Bldg.  at  101  Third  St.,  which  is  being  considered  for 
rehabilitation,"  is  inserted  between  "All  Heritage  rated  buildings  in  EB-1 
and  EB-2"  and  "would  be  demolished."    On  p.  203,  the  following  is  added  to 
the  second  line: 

The  Wagner  Building  on  WB-1,  McGruer  Building  on  WB-3,  and  the 
Col  1 ins-Hencke  Candy  Corp.  and  Louis  Lurie  buildings,  both  on  EB-3, 
are  all  rated  "C"  by  Heritage.    The  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  map  shows 
these  buildings  as  eligible  for  rehabilitation.    The  Planters  Hotel, 
rated  C,  also  on  EB-3,  has  been  rehabilitated  as  office  space. 

The  following  paragraph,  summarizing  the  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  on 
significant  historic,  architectural,  or  aesthetic  resources  in  the  project 
area,  is  added  to  p.  S-14. 

The  impacts  of  the  Main  Program  on  the  historic  and  architecturally 
significant  buildings  in  YBC  would  be  similar  to  those  of  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C.    St.  Patrick's  Church,  the  Jessie  St. 
Substation,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.,  and  the  Salvation  Army  Bldg.  would 
be  preserved.    A  study  is  being  conducted  on  the  feasibility  of 
rehabilitating  the  B-rated  Williams  Bldg.    All  other  Heritage  rated 
buildings  in  EB-1,  2,  and  3,  as  well  as  the  B-rated  GSA  Bldg.  on 
CB-1,  are  proposed  for  demolition  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  Views 
from  the  south  of  the  Pacific  Telephone  Building  would  be  diminished, 
as  would  views  of  several  A-rated  buildings  on  Market  St. 


EB-1  and  EB-2  Demolition 
COrt^ENT 

"No  explanation  is  provided  for  why  two  buildings  on  the  EB.2  site  (a  former 
fire  station  and  an  undefined  retail  store)  are  to  be  preserved  while  the 
other  significant  buildings  are  planned  for  demolition." 

"Page  49.    This  section  should  not  indicate  that  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel 
(LB.  1),  or  the  Williams  Building  (EB.2)  will  probably  be  demolished.  These 
buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  the 
Williams  Building  is  on  the  Planning  Commission's  list  of  Significant 
Buildings  in  the  C-3  Zoning  District.    This  probability  has  not  been  agreed  to 
by  the  Advisory  Council  for  Historic  Preservation  or  the  Planning  Comnission, 
and  therefore  should  not  be  described  as  a  part  of  the  existing  environmental 
setting  for  the  proposed  project,  as  if  the  proposed  demolition  is  a  foregone 
conclusion."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 
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RESPONSE 

The  former  fire  station  and  retail  building  were  preserved  for  economic 
reasons;  they  are  in  good  condition  and  suitable  for  continued  use. 

The  following  sentences  are  substituted  for  the  third  sentence  of  the 
third  full  paragraph  on  p.  49. 

The  block  has  approximately  34,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  of  which  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  proposes  to  make  93%  available  for  new 
construction.    The  bulk  of  this  lot  has  been  cleared  due  to  past 
demolition.    The  remaining  buildings  on  EB-1  including  the  Jessie  St. 
Hotel,  are  proposed  for  demolition. 

"The  Williams  Building,"  has  been  added  to  the  first  line  on  p.  50, 
between  "a  nine-story  former  office  building"  and  "a  two-story..." 


Visual  Prominence  of  the  Williams  Bldg. 
COMMENT 

"On  page  62,  ...there  is  no  mention  of  the  visually  prominent  corner  Williams 
Building  in  East  Block  2,  which  could  and  should  be  described  similar  to  that 
of  the  Mercantile  Building,  because  it  has  a  similar  aesthetic  prominance  and 
significance  to  that  corner."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  Williams  Building  is  a  visual  focal  point  on  EB-2.    The  sentence  in 
the  eleventh  and  twelfth  lines  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  62  is  changed 
to  read:    "The  brick  facades  of  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  (CB-1)  and  the 
Williams  Bldg.  (EB-2)  also  stand  isolated  from  other  buildings  in  the 
area."    The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  bottom  of  the  first  full 
paragraph  on  p.  63:    "An  exception  to  this  is  the  Williams  Building  at  the 
southeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Third  Streets,  which  presents  a  prominent 
brick  facade  similar  to  that  of  the  Mercantile  Building." 


Feasibility  of  Rehabilitation 
COMMENTS 

"On  page  201,  there  is  a  brief  mention  that  HUD  has  determined  that  the 
rehabilitation  of  the  Williams  Building,  the  BlumenthaV  Building  and  the 
Jessie  Street  Hotel  is  infeasible.    There  is  no  documentation  provided  for 
this  finding.    There  is  no  explanation  for  why  HUD  is  making  this 
determination  in  lieu  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  we  are  quite  confident 
that  we  may  be  able  to  provide  much  more  technical  advice  so  that  you  would 
give  more  serious  consideration  at  least  to  the  preservation  of  the  Williams 
Building.    Because  I  have  read  the  structural  engineer's  report  on  that 
building,  the  estimates  of  costs  for  rehabilitation  of  the  building  were  made 
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prior  to  the  eligibility  of  the  rehabilitation  work  for  substantial  tax 
benefits  for  rehabilitation,  which  I  believe  could  very  easily  make  it  an 
economically  viable  to  rehabilitate  rather  than  to  replace.    ..We  believe  that 
the  code  enforcement  and  rehabilitation  work  for  the  Williams  Building, 
particularly  on  a  site  that  is  tucked  completely  in  the  corner  of  a  much 
larger  property,  could  easily  be  integrated  into  the  overall  plan  for 
East  Block  2." 

"Feasibility  studies  done  for  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel  and  the  Williams 
Building  do  not  support  this  conclusion,  even  though  they  were  completed  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981.    This  Act  provides 
substantial  new  tax  incentives  for  rehabilitation  of  historic  buildings,  and 
is  likely  to  change  any  evaluation  of  economic  feasibility  for  such 
rehabilitation. 

"Furthermore,  the  feasibility  of  structurally  rehabilitating  the  Williams 
Building  has  been  demonstrated,  by  example,  in  the  Merchantile  Building  across 
the  comer,  and  the  way  in  which  the  allowable  zoning  and  development  rights 
for  these  blocks  is  packaged,  could  make  an  otherwise  infeasible  restoration 
project  economically  attractive  to  a  private  developer."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  has  the  primary 
responsibility  for  historic  preservation  within  YBC  under  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA).    The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD 
concurred  on  the  financial  infeasibi 1 ity  of  rehabilitating  the  Williams 
and  Blumenthal  Buildings,  and  the  Jessie  Hotel  in  November,  1980.    A  new 
feasibility  study  of  the  Williams  Bldg.  will  be  made.    A  development 
potential  study  for  the  rest  of  EB-1,  assuming  retention  of  the  Jessie 
Hotel,  will  also  be  made. 

The  last  sentence  on  p.  201  is  changed  as  follows: 

Based  on  feasibility  studies  prepared  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  for 
the  November,  1980,  Draft  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  HUD  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  consider  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Williams  and 
Blumenthal  Buildings,  and  the  Jessie  Hotel,  as  a  group,  to  be 
economically  infeasible.    A  new  feasibility  study  for  the 
Williams  Bldg.  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  February,  1983. 

City  Policies 

COMMENTS 

"Page  97.    The  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  section  is  incomplete  in  many 
ways:    It  does  not  mention  Planning  Commission  resolutions  8600  or  9240 
establishing  specific  policies  for  preservation  of  landmarks  and 
architecturally  or  historically  significant  buildings,  and  the  effect  of  these 
policies  on  the  proposed  plan." 
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"Page  115.    The  Land  Use  and  Zoning  Section  does  not  mention  how  the  proposal 
relates  or  conforms  to  the  City  Comprehensive  Plan.    Heritage  believes  that 
proposals  to  allow  demolition  of  the  remaining  significant  buildings  in  the 
project  area  may  be  in  conflict  with  the  Urban  Design  Policies  of  the  Plan." 
(H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

City  Planning  Conmission  Resolution  No.  8600  establishes  a  list  of 
historic  and  architecturally  significant  buildings  in  San  Francisco; 
Resolution  No.  9240,  reaffirms  the  City  Planning  Commission's  concern  for 
preserving  these  buildings.    The  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the 
Redevelopment  Project  areas  under  its  jurisdiction,  are  not  directly  bound 
by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolutions  and  policies.    The  policies  are 
relevant,  however,  as  guidelines.    The  parenthetical  phrase  "(City 
Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600)"  is  inserted  between  the  words, 
"Downtown"  and  "to"  in  the  fourth  line  of  text  on  p.  100  of  the  EIR.  The 
following  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  100: 

City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9240  asserted  the  Planning 
Director's  intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that  would  result 
in  the  destruction  of  any  building  on  the  list.    While  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  is  not  bound  by  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolutions  and  policies,  those  policies  do  serve  as  guidelines  for 
historic  preservation. 


Memorandum  of  Agreement 
COMMENTS 

"Footnote***,  page  99,  and  the  description  on  page  100  indicate  that  the  GSA 
Building  has  been  determined  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  by  the 
Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer.    This  should  be  clarified.    Only  the 
National  Park  Service  National  Register  staff  can  finally  determine 
eligibility  or  ineligibility  for  the  National  Register.    The  findings  of  the 
GSA  and  SHPO  are  only  opinions  or  advice  to  the  NPS,  which  are  subject  to 
challenge  or  appeal  to  the  NPS  by  other  parties.    Therefore,  this  should  be 
changed  to  indicate  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  staff  of  the  GSA  and  SHPO 
that  the  GSA  Building  is  ineligible  for  the  National  Register  until  such  time 
as  the  National  Park  Service  has  made  a  final  determination  of  eligibility." 

"This  section  should  also  mention  the  specific  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  the  Advisory  Council  which  requires  rehabilitation  of 
significant  buildings  (such  as  the  Jessie  Street  Substation),  according  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation." 

"On  page  97,  ...there  are  two  sections  dealing  with  the  historic  resources, 
and  the  archeological  and  historic  impacts  that  are  inadequate  for  a  number  of 
reasons...  They  do  not  explain  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency's  and 
HUD'S  obligation  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966.    They  do  not  mention,  except  for  briefly  on  page  202  that  the 
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Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  has  not  agreed  to  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  or  Agreement  with  the  Agency  or  with  HUD  concerning  East  Block  1 
and  East  Block  2,  which  have  the  Jessie  Street  Hotel,  other  significant 
buildings  and  particularly  the  Williams  Building." 

"Lack  of  concurrence  between  the  SFRA,  HUD  and  the  Advisory  Council  over  these 
matters  could  substantially  delay  or  jeopardize  the  federal  funding  for  the 
YBC  project." 

"Page  200-04.    The  Archaeological  and  Historic  Impacts  section  needs  to  be 
expanded  to  include  discussion  of  the  following:    The  responsibilities  of  the 
SFRA  and  HUD  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended, 
particularly  Section  106;  The  discussion  of  the  Advisory  Council  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  on  page  202  should  be  expanded  to  indicate  that  agreement  has  not 
been  reached  with  the  Council  regarding  the  historic  and  architecturTl 
resources  in  EB.l  or  2,  or  the  areas  not  included  in  Heritage's  original 
survey. " 

"The  document  should  disclose  the  views  of  the  staffs  of  the  Advisory  Council 
and  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  regarding  the  preservation  of  the 
buildings,  subject  to  the  proposed  MOA  that  has  not  been  agreed  to." 
(H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

If  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  HUD,  and  the  Advisory  Council  cannot  agree  on 
the  historic  structures  in  YBC,  HUD,  as  the  lead  agency,  is  required  under 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended,  to  take  the 
Advisory  Council's  comments  into  account  before  reaching  a  final  decision 
on  the  project.    When  such  a  decision  is  reached,  HUD  must  submit  a 
written  report  to  the  Advisory  Council.    This  report  must  describe  HUD's 
actions  in  response  to  the  Council's  conments.  Redevelopment  Agency 
actions,  and  the  effects  of  these  actions  on  the  National  Register  or 
eligible  properties.    Submitting  this  report  to  the  Advisory  Council 
fulfills  HUD's  responsibility  under  Section  106  of  the  Act.    Lack  of 
concurrence  between  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  HUD  and  the  Advisory  Council 
would  not  affect  funding,  although  it  could  delay  Redevelopment  Agency 
approval  of  any  portion  of  the  project  that  would  affect  the  disputed 
significant  structure. 

The  Advisory  Council,  HUD,  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  have 
signed  (June  8,  1982)  a  Mem3randum  of  Agreement  on  most  National  Register 
or  eligible  buildings.    The  Jessie  Hotel  and  the  Williams  Bldg.  currently 
are  the  only  two  buildings  in  YBC  on  which  concurrence  has  not  yet  been 
reached. 

The  terms  of  the  June  8,  1982,  Memorandum  of  Agrement  are  summarized 
below,  and  are  inserted  on  p.  100  of  the  Archaeologic  and  Historic 
Resources  Setting  Section,  after  the  first  full  paragraph: 
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A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  on  historic  structures  in  YBC  was  signed  on 
June  8i^^^fl982.    This  agreement  does  not  include  the  Williams  Bldg.  or 
the  Jessie  Hotel,  but  does  include  all  National  Register  structures 
on  CB-1  and  the  Salvation  Army  Bldg.    The  agreement  stipulates  that 
the  design  of  projects  on  CB-1  between  Jessie  and  Mission  Sts.  would 
be  reviewed  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  for  compatibility  with 
adjacent  historic  structures.    Rehabilitation  of  National  Register  or 
eligible  buildings  in  YBC  must  be  undertaken  in  compliance  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and 
Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings.    In  addition,  the 
Agreement  requires  recording  and  photographing  National  Register  or 
eligible  properties  prior  to  alteration  or  demolition  so  that  there 
would  be  a  permanent  record  of  their  history  and  appearance. 

The  following  is  inserted  as  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  201: 

The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD),  as  the  funding 
agency  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA),  functions  as 
the  lead  agency  with  respect  to  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1966,  as  amended.    HUD  follows  procedures  detailed  in  the  Act 
when  considering  the  proposed  demolition  of  a  structure  on  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.    If  HUD  finds 
no  effects,  it  notifies  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(SHPO)  for  his  concurrence.    If  either  HUD  or  the  SHPO  finds  an 
adverse  effect,  HUD  could  then  appeal  to  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  (ACHP).    If  the  ACHP  concurs  with  HUD,  the 
project  could  proceed. 

If  the  ACHP  finds  adverse  effects,  then  HUD,  the  SHPO,  and  the  ACHP 
would  work  together  to  reach  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA).  If 
they  cannot  agree,  the  ACHP  may  comment  to  HUD  on  its  findings.  HUD 
must  then  take  these  comments  into  account  in  making  a  final  decision 
on  the  project,  and  respond  to  the  ACHP  on  how  its  decision  affects 
the  National  Register  or  eligible  properties. 

The  following  is  added  to  line  3,  p.  202,  to  clarify  the  discussion  of  the 
"Memorandum  of  Agreement":    "Agreement  has  been  reached  on  the 
preservation  of  historic  structures  on  CB-1  and  SB-1.    There  is  still 
disagreement  over  the  preservation  of  certain  structures  on  EB-1  and  EB-2." 

On  June  8,  1982  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  was  signed  regarding  most 
of  the  buildings  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  Area.  The 
Williams  Building  and  Jessie  St.  Hotel  are  discussed  and  specifically 
excluded  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement.    Buildings  not  specifically 
mentioned  in  the  agreement  are  considered  not  to  be  of  historic  or 
architectural  importance  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  or 
HUD.    Two  buildings  are  specifically  mentioned  in  the  MOA  as  being  the 
subject  of  further  consultation  between  HUD,  the  SHPO,  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation:    The  Williams  Bldg.  and  the 
Jessie  Hotel.    Both  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (National  Register).    When  specific  action  is  proposed  for 
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these  two  buildings,  HUD  will  request  comments  of  the  Advisory  Council,  in 
accordance  vJith  the  Council's  regulations.    The  Advisory  Council  has  not 
yet  been  consulted  on  this  matter.    Buildings  not  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  MOA  would  not  come  to  the  attention  of  the  Advisory  Council,  unless 
disposition  of  the  buildings  under  the  MOA  is  appealed  by  the  public  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.    The  terms  of  the  signed  MOA  (June  8,  1982) 
have  been  added  to  the  Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  Impacts  section 
as  follows.    The  first  full  paragraph  (now  the  second  full  paragraph)  on 
p.  201  has  been  deleted  and  replaced  by  the  following: 

In  June  1982  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  ratified  a 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  relative  to  protection  of  historic  and 
cultural  properties/3/,  stating  that  the  project  could  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  the  following  buildings,  either  on  or  eligible  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places: 

1.  The  Aronson  Historic  District  (comprised  of  693  and 
710  Mission  St.  and  87  Third  St.): 

2.  St.  Patrick's  Church  (748  Mission  St.); 

3.  The  Jessie  Hotel  (179-181  Jessie  St.); 

4.  The  Jessie  St.  Substation  (222-226  Jessie  St.);  and 

5.  The  Salvation  Army  Bldg.  (360  Fourth  St.). 

The  MOA  placed  conditions  to  avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  on 
these  strucutres.    These  conditions  include:    State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  review  of  conceptual  design  drawings  for 
that  portion  of  the  project  bounded  by  Jessie,  Third,  Mission,  and 
Fourth  Sts.;  recording  of  National  Register  or  eligible  properties 
prior  to  demolition  to  provide  a  permanent  record  of  their  history 
and  present  appearance;  and  rehabilitation  of  National  Register  or 
eligible  buildings  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Guidelines.    The  MOA  specifically  excludes  the  Williams  Bldg.  and 
Jessie  Hotel  from  the  Agreement,  because  the  SHPO,  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation,  and  HUD  have  not  reached  agreement  on 
them.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  will  undertake  a  feasibility  study  of 
rehabilitating  the  Williams  Bldg.,  and  a  development  potential  study 
of  the  Jessie  Hotel  site  (which  will  consider  retention  of  the 
Jessie  Hotel).    At  such  time  that  specific  action  is  proposed  on 
these  buidings,  HUD  will  request  comments  of  the  Advisory  Council  in 
accordance  with  Council  regulations.    All  buildings  not  covered  in 
the  MOA,  and  not  already  declared  on  or  eligible  for  the  National 
Register,  are  not  considered  by  the  SHPO  or  HUD  as  historically  or 
architecturally  significant  buildings. 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  GSA  have  agreed 
that  the  GSA  Building  should  not  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (National  Register)  (see  Footnote  ***  in  Table  10,  p.  99, 
of  the  EIR). 
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The  final  paragraph  on  p.  20  and  the  first  sentence  on  p.  202  are  deleted. 


Views  of  Historic  Buildings  along  Market  and  New  Montgomery  Sts. 
CONMENTS 

"The  effect  of  new  development  guidelines  on  the  views  of  existing  significant 
buildings  in  or  near  the  project  boundaries,  especially  the  Pacific  Telephone 
and  Telegraph  Building  on  New  Montgomery,  and  landmarks  on  Market  St.  [should 
^  be  discussed]." 

"Page  63.    The  discussion  of  the  views  along  Market  should  mention  that  this 
corner  of  Grant,  O'Farrell  and  Market  Streets  includes  one  of  the  most 
significant  ensembles  of  architecture  in  downtown  San  Francisco,  and  that  the 
environmental  setting  includes  several  prominent  views  of  the  Humboldt  Bank 
Building,  the  Wells  Fargo  Building,  the  Phelan  Building  and  Security  Pacific 
Bank.    All  are  City  Landmarks  and  are  rated  'A*  in  Splendid  Survivors." 

"On  page  63,  [there  is]  no  mention  of  the  prominent  landmark  buildings  and 
others  that  are  quite  significant,  including  the  Humboldt  Bank,  the  Phelan 
Building,  the  Wells  Fargo  Bank,  as  well  as  the  potentially  historic  district 
along  this  area." 

"The  potential  effects  of  the  proposal  on  the  important  views  of  the  Pacific 
'Telephone  and  Telegraph  Building  on  New  Montgomery,  especially  of  development 
in  EB.2,  the  views  of  the  Humboldt  Bank  from  development  on  CB.l,  and  the 
relationship  of  the  design  of  CB-1  to  the  cluster  of  landmarks  and  significant 
buildings  on  Market  and  Grant  Streets,  should  be  described  in  more  detail." 

"These  two  sections  [Historic  and  Archeologic  Aspects  Setting  and  Impacts]  do 
not  mention  the  potential  adverse  impact  of  the  development  on  East  Block  2, 
particularly  the  potential  iirpacts  on  the  views  of  the  Pacific  Telephone 
Company  building,  which  is  A-rated."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

Views  of  these  historic  structures  are  generally  described  in  the  Visual 
Aspects  Setting  section,  pp.  62-65  of  the  EIR.    Specific  mention  of  these 
buildings  and  potential  impacts  on  views  of  them,  is  added  to  the 
Archaeologic  and  Historic  Aspects  Impact  section  on  p.  203,  ninth  line  of 
the  second  paragraph,  the  following  sentence  is  inserted  before  the  word, 
"Following":    "It  could  also  diminish  views  from  YBC  of  the  copper  dome  of 
the  historic  Humboldt  Bank  Bldg.  on  Market  St.    Views  from  YBC  of  other 
nearby  historic  buildings  along  Market  St.  (the  Wells  Fargo  Bank  Bldg., 
the  Phelan  Bldg.  and  the  Security  Pacific  Bank  Bldg.)  would  also  be 
affected."    On  p.  203,  the  following  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  first 
paragraph:    "High-rise  development  on  EB-1  and  EB-2  could  diminish  views 
from  YBC  of  the  "A"-rated  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Building  on  New 
Montgomery  St. " 
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The  Visual  Aspects  section  is  concerned  with  the  general  visual  appearance 
of  and  view'from,  various  parts  of  the  YBC  area.    The  following  is  added 
after  the  end  of  the  first  sentence  on  p.  64  of  the  EIR  to  include  views 
of  the  architecturally  significant  buildings  at  or  near  the  intersection 
of  Grant,  O'Farrell,  and  Market  Street:    "This  intersection  includes 
prominent  northwest  views  of  an  important  assemblage  of  architecture  in 
Downtown,  including  the  Humboldt  Bank  Bldg.,  the  Wells  Frago  Bldg.,  the 
Phelan  Bldg.  and  the  Security  Pacific  Bank.,  all  City  Landmarks  and  rated 
•A'  in  Heritage's  Splendid  Survivors." 


Mitigation  of  the  Loss  of  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings 
COM^Em"S 

"Inadequate  consideration  [is]  given  to  alternatives  (or  sub-alternatives) 
that  would  minimize  inpacts  to  architectural  resources  and  views." 

"Alternatives  that  would  minimize  or  mitigate  such  impacts  are  not  mentioned 
in  the  summary." 

"Inadequate  measures  [are  provided]  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  architectural 
resources. " 

"The  alternatives  of  preserving  some  of  these  buildings  or  those  that  are 
remaining  that  could  be  preserved  are  not  clearly  discussed  or  even  reviewed 
in  the  document.    ...There  are  clearly,  ...other  buildings  that  could  be 
preserved  and  are  worthy  of  preservation." 

"It  should  also  consider  providing  some  mitigation  measures  for  preserving  the 
views  of  the  key  buildings  on  Market  Street,  and  the  Pacific  Telephone 
Building." 

"Page  205-21.    This  section  is  very  inadequate.    There  is  little  or  no 
discussion  of  mitigating  the  loss  of  architecturally  significant  resources 
(e.g.,  the  GSA  Building  and  others  on  EB.l).    Restoring  the  remaining 
significant  buildings  mentioned  in  our  cover  letter  should  be  considered 
mitigation  for  the  loss  of  these  resources. . .Other  mitigation  measures  should 
be  included  to  protect  views  of  significant  bildings  surrounding  the  project 
area. " 

"We  strongly  urge  you  to  save  the  following  buildings;  to  integrate  them  into 
the  plan  as  attractively  and  usefully  as  those  mentioned  above;  and  to 
recognize  their  importance  for  maintaining  a  sense  of  variety  and  continuity 
with  the  past  and  the  rest  of  the  downtown.    Retaining  the  few  remaining 
significant  buildings  will  be  extremely  important  to  the  creation  of  the  image 
and  identity  for  YBC  that  the  developers  (the  Rouse  Company)  and  your  own 
Urban  Design  Advisory  Conmittee  have  indicated  is  so  important  to  the 
financial  success  of  the  overall  project. 
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"At  a  minimum,  the  following  buildings  should  be  preserved: 

0      The  Williams  Building  (B) 

0      The  Jessie  Street  Hotel  (Eligible  for  the~National  Register) 

0      667  Howard  Street  -  the  Sharon  Estate  Co.  Building  (B) 

0      608  Folsom  -  the  Louis  Lurie  Building  (B)" 

"It  does  not  mention  the  advice  obtained  from  your  own  Urban  Design  Advisory 
Task  Force,  which,  to  my  knowledge,  recoirmended  the  preservation  of  the 
Williams  Building." 

"We  would  very  much  appreciate  your  serious  consideration  of  saving  the 
667  Howard  Street  building  by  Trobridge  and  Livingston,  the  architects,  which 
is  the  Howard  Scharm  Building,  and  the  608  Folsom  Street  Building,  the  Louie 
Lurie  Building  designed  in  1922  by  the  O'Brien  brothers.    ...Both  of  these 
buildings  we  consider  to  be  rated  B  and  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places." 

"We  believe  that  the  preservation  of  the  Williams  building  should  be 
considered  a  mitigation  measure  for  the  potential  loss  of  some  of  the  other 
buildings  like  GSA  building  at  49  Fourth  Street,  and  others  listed  that  we 
realize  are  in  much  poorer  condition,  and  probably  less  feasible  for 
rehabilitation."    (H.  Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  205  of  the  EIR  is  intended  to  protect 
views  of  architecturally  and  historically  significant  buildings  to  be 
preserved  on  CB-1.    It  is  expanded  to  include  views  of  architecturally  and 
historically  significant  buildings  both  inside  and  outside  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  by  deleting  the  words,  "on  CB-1  (Assessor's 
Block  3706),"  in  the  fourth  line  of  the  mitigation  measure.    This  measure 
is  moved  to  be  under  the  subheading,  "SUGGESTED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES,"  on 
p.  206. 

In  addition,  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  are  added  to  the 
Mitigation  Section;  p.  221,  under  a  new  heading  entitled  "ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND 
HISTORIC  ASPECTS,"  as  follows. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  follow  the  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  concerning  Historic  buildings  in  YBC,  signed  June  3,  1982. 
This  agreement  contains  the  following  conditions: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  establish  a  "design  review  area" 
on  the  portion  of  YBC  bounded  by  Jessie,  Third,  Mission,  and 
Fourth  Sts.    The  design  of  any  project  proposed  for  this  area 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  for 
-    compatibility  with  adjacent  historic  structures  based  on  scale. 
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bulk,  use  of  material,  texture,  and  rhythm.    A  second  "design 
review  area"  would  be  designated  for  the  northerly  150  ft.  of 
the  block  between  Mission,  Third,  Howard,  and  Fourth  Sts., 
within  which  the  design  of  proposed  structures  would  be  reviewed 
for  compatibility  of  facade  design  with  adjacent  historic 
St  rue tures . 

Rehabilitation  of  buildings  in  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  would  be  carried  out  according  to  the 
recommended  treatment  in  "The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  of  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating 
Historic  Buildings." 

Prior  to  demolition  or  alteration  of  properties  within  YBC  on  or 
eligible  for  the  National  Register,  the  history  and  present 
appearance  of  these  buildings  will  be  permanently  recorded  as 
determined  by  the  National  Architectural  and  Engineering  Record 
(NAER).    All  documentation  would  be  accepted  by  NAER,  and  the 
Advisory  Council  notified  of  its  acceptance,  before  any 
demolition  or  alterations  of  the  historic  buildings  could 
begin.    Copies  of  this  documentation  would  be  provided  to  the 
SHPO. 

If  any  of  the  above  terms  of  the  MOA  cannot  be  carried  out,  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  would  not  take  any  action  that  would 
adversely  impact  any  properties  in  YBC  on  or  eligible  for  the 
National  Register. 

The  following  additional  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  the  Mitigation 
section  after  those  listed  above: 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  preserving  the  Williams  Bldg. 
as  part  of  the  Aronson  Historic  District. 

The  following  sumnaries  of  these  mitigation  measures  are  added  to  the 
summary  section,  at  the  bottom  of  p.  S-18. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  preserving  the  Williams  Bldg. 
as  part  of  the  Aronson  Historic  District. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  the  designs  of  new  buildings 
in  relation  to  the  scale  of  historic  buildings  proposed  for 
preservation  within  and  outside  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  follow  all  terms  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  (MDA),  signed  June  8,  1982,  concerning  historic  structures 
in  YBC. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


Applicability  of  Alternatives  C  and  D 
COI^Em'S 

"I  call  to  the  public's  attention  that  two  alternatives  that  are  included,  C 
and  D,  are  irrelevant  since  neither  includes  the  already  existing  Convention 
Center." 

"The  alternatives  included  in  the  EIR  are  not  any  true  alternatives." 
(Richard  Gryziec) 

RESPONSE 

Although  alternatives  C  and  D  cannot  be  implemented  as  proposed,  they  are 
useful  for  the  purposes  of  environmental  comparison.    The  Alternatives 
were  developed  for  the  1978  YBC  FEIR  to  represent  a  range  of  possible 
development  densities,  rather  than  exact  implementable  plans.  Alternative 
D  was  the  "no  project"  alternative,  and  Alternative  C  the  "low  density" 
alternative.    These  alternatives  meet  CEQA's  criteria  for  comparative 
project  alternatives  (CEQA)  Section  15143(d)  and  have  been  retained  from 
the  YBC  FEIR  because  this  document  is  a  Supplement.    Although  the 
Convention  Center  has  been  built,  land  disposition  and  development 
agreements  have  not  been  issued  for  many  other  blocks  in  YBC.    The  uses 
proposed  for  these  blocks  under  Alternatives  C  and  D  are,  therefore,  still 
relevant.    See  p.  20  of  the  EIR  Supplement  for  a  more  detailed  discussion 
of  the  usefulness  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives. 


Public  Interest  Plan 
COMMENTS 

"[The  EIR]  does  not  include  my  Public  Interest  Plan  for  Yerba  Buena,  even 
though  I  am  the  originator  of  the  plan  from  which  the  current  plans  developed 
and  even  though  I  made  known  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency  that  such  a  plan  was 
in  existence  and  available  for  inclusion  and  comparison  in  the  EIR." 

"Nly  Public  Interest  Plan  [should  be  included]  as  an  EIR  Alternative.  The 
SFRA's  Main  Program  and  my  Public  Interest  Plan  [should  be  compared], 
including  a  comparison  of  public  costs,  income  and  non-monetary  benefits." 

"The  SFRA  Plan's  public  costs  and  financial  return  would  at  last  be  revealed 
to  the  public  [if  a  comparison  were  made  with  my  Public  Interest  Plan]." 

"The  public  benefits  in  my  plan  would  include  the  following  categories:  open 
space,  cultural  buildings,  affordable  housing  South  of  Market,  and  money  for 
neighborhood  programs  South  of  Market.    The  Agency  plan  only  includes  open 
space  and  cultural  buildings." 
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"Under  affordable  housing,  in  my  plan,  we  would  produce  enough  income  out  of 
the  project  to  build  or  rehabilitate  800  units  of  affordable  housing.  That's 
a  $30  million  plan.    In  the  Agency's,  no  affordable  housing  and  thus  no  value." 

"Open  space.    My  plan  has  500,000  square  feet  of  open  space,  a  value  of 
approximately  $10  million.    The  Agency's  plan  has  450,000  square  feet  of  open 
space  whose  value  is  unspecified  and  thus  unknown." 

"Cultural  buildings.    My  plan  has  a  hundred  thousand  square  feet  of  cultural 
buildings,  which  is  worth  about  $15  million  in  value.    The  200,000  square  feet 
for  an  art  museum  would  be  excluded.    The  Agency  plan  has  140,000  square  feet 
of  cultural  buildings,  the  value  of  which  is  unstated.    And  they  do  appear  to 
include  in  the  EIR,  at  least,  an  art  museum  of  200,000  square  feet." 

"In  terms  of  traffic  and  transit,  my  plan  would  be  workable.    Because  we  have 
fewer  offices,  mDre  nighttime  and  weekend  uses,  and  a  double  usage  of  the 
existing  parking  of  which  there  is  3,500  spaces  right  across  the  street  from 
this  project." 

"The  Agency's  plan  would  overwhelm  traffic  and  transit,  because  they  provide 
more  office  buildings,  more  daytime  and  weekday  uses,  and  construction  of  new 
parking."    (Richard  Gryziec) 


Mr.  Gryziec' s  "Public  Interest  Plan,"  on  file  with  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  as  of  August  2,  1982,  consists  of  the  uses  listed  below  for  YBC: 


RESPONSE 


Use 


Floor  Area  (Sq.  Ft.) 


Central  Block  1 


Pedestrian  Mall 
St.  Patrick's  Park 
Museum 
Hotel 

Office  Building 
Mini-Department  Store 
Restaurants 
Record  Store/Cafe 


20,000 


25,000 
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Use 


Floor  Area  (Sq.  Ft.) 


Central  Block  2 


Open  Space  and  Gardens 
Theatre 

Exhibit  Galleries 


22,500 
30,000 


Studios 
Gourmet  Market 
Carrousel,  Amusements 
Circus 
Nightclub 
Cinemas 

Dining  Places  15,000 
Box  Office  1,000 

Central  Block  3  (On  the  Roof  of  the  Convention  Center) 

Plaza  with  Outdoor  Performance  Areas 

Cabaret  Theatre 

Small  Clubs 

Cinema 

Restaurants 

Shops 

Children 's  Theatre  7,500 
Children's  Entertainment  and  Amusements 

Eastern  Block  2  and  Southern  Block  3 

Mid-Income  Housing 
Housing/Retail  Parking 
Neighborhood-Serving  Retail 


These  uses  are  compared  in  the  table  below  with  those  proposed  under 
Alternative  C,  the  low-intensity  alternative,  and  with  those  for  the  Main 
Program. 

This  table  shows  that  the  use  densities  proposed  in  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan 
generally  fall  within  the  range  of  the  densities  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
First  Supplement  and  Second  Supplement.    In  specific,  almost  all  of 
Mr.  Gryziec's  proposed  uses  fall  between  ranges  analyzed  for  the  Main 
Program  and  Alternative  C.    In  order  to  facilitate  the  comparison,  uses  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  are  categorized.    For  example,  "Carrousel," 
"Amusements,"  "Circus,"  "Nightclubs"  and  "Cinemas"  all  have  been 
categorized  as  "Commercial  Entertainment."    Where  the  uses  of 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  fit  into  categories  used  in  the  EIR  (see  Table  2, 
pp.  35-37)  those  categories  are  preserved  in  the  table  below.  New 
categories  were  made  where  uses  in  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  did  not  fit  an  EIR 
category,  for  example,  "Mid-Income  Housing."    Since  not  all  uses  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  have  defined  floor  areas,  an  "x"  in  the  table  indicates 
the  inclusion  of  an  unspecified  amount  of  the  use  listed. 
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Use 

Central  Block  1 

Cultural 
Hotel 

Institutional 
Market-Rate 

Dwell ing  Units 
Office 
Pedestrian 

Concourse 

or  Plaza 
Accessory  Parking 
Retail  Commercial 

Central  Block  2 

Commerci  al 

Entertainment 
Cultural 

Exhibi t/Bal Iroom 

Space 
Park  (Public)  or 

Plaza 
Pedestrian 

Concourse  or 

Plaza 
Accessory  Parking 
Retail  Commercial 

Central  Block  3 

Commercial 

Entertainment 
Convention 

Faci 1 ity 
Cu  Itural 

Park  (Public)  or 

Plaza 
Retail  Commercial 


Mr.  Gryziec's 
Plan 


25,000 
X 

Church  &  Rectory 

-0- 

X 


X 
-0- 

20,000  +  X 


23,500  +  X 
30,000 


-0- 
-0- 

X 


650,000 
7,500  +  X 

.X 
X 


Alternative  C     Main  Program 


-0-  10,000 

-0-  2,200  rooms 

Church  &  Rectory    Church  &  Rectory 


200  DUs 
702,000 


81,000 
-0- 

123,000 


-0- 
-0- 

-0- 

454,000 


-0- 
-0- 
-0- 


-0- 

-0- 
-0- 

454,000 
-0- 


500  DUs 
590,000 


71,000 
950  spaces 
200,000 


135,000 
120,000 

100,000 

173,000 


99,000 
1,500  spaces 
90,000 


120,000 

650,000 
10,000 

8,000 
30,000 


(Continued) 
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Mr.  Gryziec's 

Use  Plan   Alternative  C     Main  Program 


Eastern  Block  2 

Cultural  -0-  -0-  200,000 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units  X  300  DUs  300  DUs 

Mid-Income  Housing  X  -0-  -0- 

Office  X  177,500  700,000 

Accessory  Parking  X  -0-  500  spaces 

Retail  Conmercial  X  43,500  10,000 

Southern  Block  3 


Light  Industry  -0- 
Market-Rate 

Dwelling  Units  X 

Office  -0- 
Accessory  Parking  X 
Retail  Commercial  X 


99,200  49,200 

-0-  650  DUs 

12,000  12,000 

32  spaces  -0- 

35,300  29,600 


The  table  shows  that,  in  general,  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  includes  uses  similar 
to  those  for  the  Main  Program  on  all  of  the  blocks  included  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan.    In  addition,  the  table  shows  that  the  uses  in 
Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  tend  to  fall  within  the  range  of  uses  analyzed  for 
Alternative  C  (low-intensity)  and  the  Main  Program  (greater  intensity). 

The  exceptions  to  these  general  observations  are: 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  no  market-rate  dwelling  units  on  CB-1. 
Neither  Alternative  A  nor  Alternative  D  included  any  housing  on  CB-1, 
so  this  aspect  of  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  been  analyzed. 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  no  office  or  light  industrial  uses  on  SB-3. 
Both  the  office  space  and  the  light  industrial  space  on  SB-3  under 
the  Main  Program  are  active  existing  uses.    Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  would 
either  have  to  demolish  and  relocate  these  uses  or  include  them. 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  includes  more  cultural  space  on  CB-1  than  do 
either  the  Main  Program  or  Alternative  C. 

Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  has  mid-income  housing  on  EB-2;  neither  the  Main 
Program  nor  Alternative  C  have  any. 

Assuming  that  Mr.  Gryziec's  Plan  would  include  the  existing  office  and 
light  industrial  uses  on  SB-3,  its  only  environmentally  unanalyzed  uses 
would  be  15,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  space  on  CB-1  and  an  unspecified 
amount  of  "mid-income  housing"  on  EB-2.    The  difference  in  environmental 
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iirpact  between  these  uses,  and  the  cultural  uses  and  housing  already 
analyzed  for  CB-1  and  EB-2,  would  not  be  great  enough  to  justify  their 
treatment  as  part  of  an  additional  new  alternative  for  all  of  YBC. 

The  financial  information  requested  cannot  be  released  and  analyzed  at 
this  time  for  reasons  listed  in  the  Response  for  Publ ic  Cost  vs.  Publ ic 
Benefit,  p.  C&R-72.    Economic  information  for  the  "Gardens"  portion  of  the 
Main  Program  will  be  released  to  the  public  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
negotiations  between  the  developer  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  prior 
to  the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  land  disposition  and  development 
agreement  (LDA).    The  public  will  have  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  this  information  then,  now  expected  to  occur  sometime  in  1983. 


Alternate  Uses  and  Sizes  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School 
CONMENT 

"Additional  alternate  uses  should  be  analyzed  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School 
site  (Southern  Block  #  4). 

"Analyze  a  range  of  students  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School,  i.e,  300  to  600 
students."    (Commissioner  Blomquist) 

RESPONSE 

Alternate  uses  have  been  considered  for  the  Bridgemont  High  School  site 
(SB-4)  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  and  more  specifically  in  the  First  Supplement. 
Alternative  A  tor  the  Bridgemont  High  School  parcel  contained 
88,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industrial  uses  and  130  spaces  of  private  parking; 
Alternative  B,  127,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industry;  Alternative  C, 
136,000  sq.  ft.  of  light  industry;  Alternative  D,  136,000  sq.  ft.  of  light 
industry  (First  Supplement,  Table  17,  p.  91).    Existing  light  industrial 
uses,  which  would  remain  after  completion  of  the  Main  Program,  border  the 
proposed  high  school  site  on  SB-4  on  all  sides.    Light  industrial  uses 
would  also  be  preserved  across  Harrison  St,  and  across  Third  St.  from 
SB-4.    The  most  compatible  alternate  use  for  the  site,  therefore,  is  light 
industry.    This  has  been  analyzed  in  detail  on  pp.  90-129  of  the  First 
Supplement. 

The  analysis  done  in  the  First  Supplement  and  in  this  EIR  for  the  proposed 
private  high  school  (expected  to  be  Bridgemont  High  School)  on  SB-4  was 
based  on  an  assumed  300  students.    The  analysis  has  a  tolerance  range  of 
approximately  10%  (i.e.,  5%  plus  or  minus).    That  is,  if  the  student  body 
were  between  approximately  285  and  315,  the  impacts  would  not  differ 
significantly  from  those  described  in  the  First  Supplement. 

Quantitative  impacts  which  are  dependent  on  the  number  of  students,  such 
as  energy  use,  community  service  requirements,  and  traffic,  would  not 
exceed  those  of  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  C  and  D,  the  highest  intensity 
alternatives  for  SB-4,  for  a  high  school  student  body  of  up  to 
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400  students.  The  constraint  at  400  students  would  be  a  parking  demand;  a 
high  school  jqaf  this  size  would  require  a  number  of  parking  spaces  equal  to 
that  in  Alternatives  C  and  D. 

The  impacts  of  a  private  high  school  containing  more  than  400  students  on 
SB-4  have  not  been  covered  in  either  the  First  Supplement  or  the  Second 
Supplement.    A  school  of  over  400  students  probably  would  not  be 
appropriate  for  the  25,200-sq.-ft.  site.    A  school  of  300  students  on  this 
site  was  projected  to  cover  about  70%  to  80%  of  the  site's  land  area,  and 
have  a  height  of  up  to  40  ft.  (First  Supplement,  p.  90).    A  building  any 
larger  would  leave  little  room  for  parking  or  outdoor  activity  areas,  and 
could  exceed  the  block's  40-ft.  height  limit.    In  addition,  a  school 
building  exceeding  40  ft.  in  height  would  overlook  the  adjacent  elevated 
James  Lick  Freeway  (1-80)  (First  Supplement,  p.  116).    Noise  at  this  level 
would  be  incompatible  with  classroom  activity  (First  Supplement, 
pp.  116-117). 


Individual  Uses  and  Alternatives 
COmEffTS 

"Furthermore,  in  order  to  allow  proper  consideration  of  the  major  proposed 
changes  between  the  existing  Plan,  the  Main  Program,  we  request  specific 
summaries  of  the  transit,  transportation,  parking  and  housing  demand  impacts 
associated  with  each  of  the  individual  uses  below: 

0     340,000  square  feet  of  "cultural"  uses 

0     2,200  hotel  rooms 

0     2,450  (accessory)  plus  800  (public)  parking  spaces 

0     substitution  of  1.2  million  square  feet  of  light  industrial  uses  in  place 
of  1.2  million  square  feet  of  office  uses." 

"Similarly,  please  analyze  the  impacts  of  deletion  of  the  100,000  square  foot 
underground  ballroom,  with  funds  used  instead  for  changing  units  of  market 
rate  housing  to  subsidized  units."    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

As  explained  in  the  Response  to  Role  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  all  - 
elements  of  the  Main  Program  conform  to  the  land  use  guidelines  contained 
in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan. 

The  Main  Program  has  been  treated  throughout  the  EIR  as  a  single  project 
for  all  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Project  Area.    Because  the  impacts  of 
each  use  interact  with  and  contribute  to  the  impacts  of  adjacent  uses,  a 
corrplete  analysis  calls  for  looking  at  the  impacts  of  a  built-out  YBC  as  a 
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whole.    Fragmentation  of  the  analysis  would  have  resulted  in  a  bulky  and 
confusing  EIR,  as  well  as  in  a  diminution  of  the  overall  impacts  of  the 
entire  Main  Program.    This  approach  is  consistent  with  Section  15061(e)  of 
the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  which  states,  "All  public  and  private 
activities  or  undertakings  pursuant  to  or  in  furtherance  of  a 
redevelopment  plan  consitute  a  single  project..." 

Transit,  transportation  and  parking  impacts  for  the  individual  uses  listed 
in  the  Comment  above  can  be  inferred  from  data  presented  in  the  EIR. 
Total  person  trips  were  calculated  for  specific  land  use  trip  generation 
factors  shown  in  Table  C-1,  p.  252  of  the  EIR.    Application  of  the  project 
travel  distribution  and  modal  split  percentages  shown  in  the  revised 
Table  C-10,  p.  C-14,  to  the  total  person  trips  generated  by  an  individual 
land  use  yields  the  number  of  trips  from  that  land  use  using  an  auto. 
Muni,  BART,  Sam  Trans,  CalTrans-Southern  Pacific,  A-C  Transit,  Golden  Gate 
Transit  and  walking.    For  example,  340,000  sq.  ft.  of  cultural  uses  would 
generate  about  17,000  person  trips  per  day,  using  Table  C-1.  Assuming 
that  4%  (680)  of  these  trips  occur  during  the  peak  hour  (YBC  FEIR 
Appendices,  Table  F-4,  p.  65),  applying  Table  C-2  yields  the  following 
peak-hour  trips:    293  auto  trips,  169  Muni  trips,  92  BART  trips,  13 
walking  trips,  7  SamTrans  trips,  29  CalTrans-Southem  Pacific  trips,  48 
A-C  Transit  trips  and  29  Golden  Gate  Transit  trips.    Comparisons  can  be 
made  of  the  relative  transit,  transportation  and  parking  impacts  of 
individual  uses  by  using  this  approach.    For  reasons  outlined  in  the 
Response  to  Housing  Affordabi 1 ity,  p.  C&R-48,  housing  demand  impacts  can 
be  calculated  only  for  office  uses. 

The  proposed  underground  ballroom/exhibit  room  on  CB-2  would  be  operated 
as  part  of  the  1,500-room  hotel  on  CB-1.    This  space  would  function  as 
exhibit  space  and  meeting  rooms.    It  would  also  be  available  for  large 
events.    Replacement  of  this  space  with  subsidized  housing  units  instead 
of  the  ballroom/exhibit  room  would  require  long-term  support  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  which  probably  would  not  be  possible  without 
additional  support  from  public  programs,  few  of  which  currently  exist  (see 
the  Response  under  Provision  of  Additional  Subsidized  Housing  in 
YBC-Mitigat ion).    For  these  reasons,  the  substitution  of  subsidized 
housing  for  the  ballroom/exhibit  room  has  not  been  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
Main  Program. 

YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  B  and  C  both  include  288  more  subsidized  dwelling 
units  than  does  the  Main  Program,  and  neither  of  them  include  a 
ballroom/exhibit  room  on  CB-2.    Although  these  two  Alternatives  could  not 
now  be  practically  developed,  the  environmental  effects  of  the  trade-off 
suggested  by  the  conmentor  have  been  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  (GEfCRAL  CONSIDERATIONS) 


COMMENT 

"General  RE:    Mitigations:    given  the  past  four  years'  practical  experience  of 
all  concerned  since  the  completion  of  the  FEIR  in  1978,  the  Mitigation 
sections  of  the  Supplement  should  be  significantly  upgraded  for  both  practical 
and  effective  mitigations  of  project  inpacts.    Failure,  inapplicability,  or 
impractical ity  of  mitigations  proposed  in  1978  should  be  noted  and  revisions 
made  as  needed."    (John  Elberling) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  205  of  the  EIR  states: 
"All  suggested  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  and  in  the 
First  YBC  EIR  Supplement  that  would  pertain  to  the  uses  proposed  in  this 
Supplement  for  development  of  the  Main  Program  are  summarized  at  the 
beginning  of  each  subsection  and  incorporated  here  by  reference." 
1978  YBC  FEIR  measures  which  are  not  applicable  to  the  currently  proposed 
Main  Program  are  not  included  in  this  Supplement.    Since  the  YBC  FEIR  is  a 
certified  document,  mitigation  measures  listed  there  cannot  be  altered. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  Corrmission,  when  making  its  findings  as  part  of 
its  approval  of  a  land  disposition  agreement,  can  reject  mitigation 
measures  suggested  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  First  Supplement  and  Second  Supplement 
that  the  Commission  deems  impractical  or  inapplicable  (using  the  procedure 
outlined  in  the  Response  to  Protection  of  Existing  Low-Income  Housing  West 
of  YBC  -  Mitigation,  p.  ClR-TTy, 


SIGNIFICANT  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS 


"This  section  [Significant  Unavoidable  Impacts,  pp.  222-224]  fails  to  mention 
the  significant  unavoidable  irrpacts  on  regional  housing,  on  air  quality  and 
neighborhood  parking,  due  to  proposed  project's  contribution  to  cumulative 
impacts  in  these  areas.    Cost  and  capacity  impacts  on  all  regional  transit 
agencies  should  be  specified  (on  p.  222),  as  should  the  impacts  on  traffic  on 
explicity  specified  transportation  corridors.    The  unavoidable  transportation 
impacts  are  glossed  over  in  a  very  superficial  wayl"    (Carl  Imparato) 

RESPONSE 

A  new  subheading  is  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  223  to  read: 

Economics:    Although  it  is  not  possible  to  reliably  project  how 
"affordable"  market-rate  units  in  YBC  could  be  for  the  Main  Program's 
office  employees,  it  is  likely  that  most  Main  Program  employees  would 
not  be  able  to  afford  the  proposed  market-rate  units.    Net  office 
errployment  growth  due  to  the  Main  Program  would  result  in  about 
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1,140  to  2,360  new  households  in  San  Francisco.    An  additional  need 
for  about  360  to  750  housing  units  would  be  generated  by  secondary 
errployment  associated  with  expenditures  by  Main  Program  employees. 
The  combined  demand  from  office  projects  on  the  cumulative  list  (see 
Appendix  C,  Table  C-8,  revised,  p.  C-7)  and  from  additional  proposed 
office  space  in  the  Main  Program  would  be  for  about  7,800  to 
16,100  units  in  San  Francisco. 

Traffic  generated  by  the  Main  Program  in  1988  would  produce  about 
10.9  tons  per  day  of  carbon  monoxide,  1.0  ton  per  day  of  hydrocarbons, 
1.2  tons  per  day  of  nitrogen  oxides,  0.1  tons  per  day  of  sulfur  oxides  and 
1.6  tons  per  day  of  total  suspended  particulate.    These  emissions  would 
not  in  themselves  cause  the  excedence  of  any  air  quality  standards,  (as  a 
matter  of  fact,  air  quality  in  the  vicinity  of  YBC  is  projected  to  be 
better  after  project  build-out  than  it  is  currently,  because  of  the 
anticipated  effects  of  federal-  and  state-mandated  vehicle  emission 
controls),  although  they  would  contribute  additional  pollutants  to  those 
generated  by  other  growth  in  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area.    It  is 
uncertain  whether  or  not  this  could  contribute  to  delaying  attainment  of 
the  objectives  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  (see  the  Response  under 
Inclusion  in  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  p.  C&R-135).  Although 
unavoidable,  this  impact  is  not  considered  adverse. 

Cost  and  capacity  impacts  on  regional  transit  agencies  are  discussed  in 
the  Response  to  Costs  of  Capacity  Increases  and  Transit  Funding 
Mit igat ion,  p.  C&R- 1 13.    For  reasons  discussed  there,  these  impacts  cannot 
reliably  be  quantified.    The  fourth  full  paragraph  on  p.  223  is  revised  as 
follows  to  be  more  specific:    "Muni,  A-C  Transit  and  CalTrans/Southern 
Pacific  would  exceed  their  projected  capacity  (according  to  each  Agency's 
Five-Year  Plan)  during  peak  hours  in  1988  due  to  cumulative  Downtown  San 
Francisco  demand  plus  YBC  Main  Program  demand." 

The  intrusion  of  commuter  parking  into  residential  areas,  and  the 
subsequent  establishment  of  preferential  parking  zones,  was  not  the  result 
solely  of  expanded  office  space  in  the  Downtown,  but  due,  in  part,  to  a 
program  to  limit  the  availability  of  parking  Downtown  in  order  to 
encourage  use  of  transit  and  reduce  auto  use  in  the  Downtown.  Although 
some  increased  parking  might  occur  in  neighborhoods  along  commute 
corridors  in  the  City  due  to  competition  for  Downtown  parking  spaces,  it 
is  not  possible  to  accurately  project  the  magnitude  of  the  effect,  if  any 
(see  the  Response  to  Neighborhood  Parking,  p.  C&R-121).    This  effect  is 
considered  too  speculative  to  include  in  the  Significant  Unavoidable 
Impacts  section. 

The  Response  to  Cumulative  Impacts  on  Major  SF  Gateways,  p.  C&R-97, 
discusses  the  effects  of  traffic  from  the  Main  Program  plus  that  from 
cumulative  growth  on  regional  routes  through  the  City:    U.S.  101  (Lombard 
St.),  1-80,  toll  plazas  and  freeway  ramps.    That  Response  outlines  the 
uncertainties  in  projecting  future  cumulative  effects  on  these  routes. 
The  following  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  fifth  full  paragraph  on 
p.  223:    "Assuming  that  existing  route  and  modal  split  choices  do  not 
change,  cumulative  Downtown  development  plus  development  of  the  Main 
Program  would  contribute  a  23%  increase  over  existing  peak-hour  traffic 
volumes  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  a  23%  increase  over  existing  San 
Francisco-Oakland  Say 
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Appendix  C 


Appendix  C  is  revised  as  described  below,  in  order  to  include  material  in 
support  of  the  methodology  used  to  update  the  cumulative  impact  analyses 
in  Cumulative  Travel  Demand,  Transit  Impacts,  Mixed-Vehicle  Impacts  and 
Parking  Inpacts,  above. 

The  last  paragraph  on  p.  254  that  reads:    "Consequently,  for  the  1988 
projections..."  which  describes  how  a  growth  factor  was  used  to  compensate 
for  non-analyzed  cumulative  developmnent  is  deleted,  as  the  more  recent 
methodology  uses  a  complete  list  of  cumulative  development  that  does  not 
require  use  of  a  growth  factor. 

Table  C-5,  p.  256,  is  replaced  with  the  following  Table  C-5  which  contains 
a  more  complete  description  of  each  Level  of  Service.    The  numeric  range 
for  volume/capacity  ratio  is  unchanged  from  the  original  Table  C-5. 

Table  C-6,  pp.  258-259,  are  replaced  with  the  following  Tables  C-6  and 
Table  C-6a  which  contain  more  recent  (1982)  data  from  the  transit 
agencies.    The  sources  for  Table  C-6  reflect  the  more  recent  dates. 

Table  C-7  is  inserted  following  Table  C-6.    Table  C-7  shows  line-by-line 
Muni  loadings  and  has  been  prepared  as  part  of  the  revised  cumulative 
methodology. 
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TABLE  C-5:    VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


Level  of  Volume/ Capacity* 

Service    Description   v/c  Ratio 


A   Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.60 
an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made 
easily.    Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.    No  vehicles  wait 
longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B   Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.61- 

intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  0.70 
be  encountered.    Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted 
within  groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can  be  generaly 
described  as  very  good. 

C    Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  0.71- 

intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  0.80 
turning  vehicles.    Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not 
objectionably  so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait  more 
than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic  operation 
can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D.  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  0.81- 
causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  0.90 
to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period. 
However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such 
that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive 
back-ups.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
fair. 

E   Capacity  occurs  at  level  of  service  E.    It  represents  the  most  0.91- 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.    At  1.00 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of 
the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal 
cycles.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  poor. 

F    Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-ups  from  1.00 
locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or  prevent 
movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under  consideration.  Hence, 
volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the  intersection  vary  from  signal 
cycle  to  signal  cycle.    Because  of  the  jammed  condition,  this  volume 
would  be  less  than  capacity. 

*  Capacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau  of 
Engineering,  1965. 
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TABLE  C-6:    1982  PEAK-HOUR  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIPS  AND  CAPACITIES 
(Selected  Routes;*  Peak  Direction  Only) 


Riders 


Muni  28,550 
BART: 

Transbay  13,600 

Westbay  6,445 

A-C  Transit  9,560 

SamTrans  1,700 

So.  Pacific  RR  5,180 
Golden  Gate 
Transit: 

Motor  Coach  4,510 

Ferry  800 


Capacity*** 
Vehicles      Seated  Total 


N/A 

21.230 

31,850 

140** 

10,085 

15,130 

97** 

6,985 

10,480 

214 

10,695 

13,360 

37 

1,740 

2,180 

9 

6,590 

6,590 

117 

5,700 

6,870 

3 

1,410 

2,075 

Load 

Factor*** 

Seated 

Total 

Peak 

1 .34 

0.90 

p.m. 

1.35 

0.90 

p.m. 

0.92 

0.61 

p.m. 

0.89 

0.72 

p.m. 

0.98 

0.78 

p.m. 

0.78 

0.78 

p.m. 

0.79 

0.66 

a.m. 

0.57 

0.39 

a.m. 

*  Muni :    See  Table  C-7 
SamTrans:    7F,  7B,  5M,  7R; 

A-C  Transit:  A,  B,  BX,  C,  CH/CB,  E,  EX,  F,  FSG/FX,  G,  H,  K,  KH,  L,  LX,  N,  NX, 
0,  OX,  R/RH,  RD/RF/RCV,  S,  SW,  V,  W,  Y. 

**  BART  data  is  on  a  per  car  basis.    Sixteen  trains  operate  in  the  peak  hour. 
Eastbound:    7  Concord  trains  (average  10  cars  per  train);  5  Fremont  trains 
(average  10  cars  per  train);  and  4  Richmond  trains  (average  5  cars  per  train). 
Westbound:    12  trains. 

***  Load  factor  is  calculated  by  dividing  ridership  by  seated  or  total 
seated-and-standing  capacity.    Load  factor  represents  the  amount  of  capacity 
used.    The  Maximum  Capacity  for  each  vehicle  type  is  as  recomnended  by  each 
transit  agency.    In  all  cases  it  is  less  than  the  physical  capacity  ("crush" 
loadings)  of  the  transit  vehicles.    Capacity  has  been  calculated  based  on  the 
per-vehicle  capacities  shown  in  Table  C-6a. 

SOURCE:    Publicly  available  data  were  supplied  by  the  agencies  and  personnel 
indicated  below 


Agency 
BART 


Data 


Data  Acquisition 
System 

Representative  P.M. 
Load  Factors  for 
March  1982 


Peak 


Personnel 

W.  Belding 
Sr.  Economic 
Analyst 


Date 


June  9,  1982 


A-C  Transit 


Schedule  Checks  on 
Various  Weekdays  in 
1982 


Kay  More, 
AC  Transit 


June  15,  1982 
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Agency 


Data 


Personnel 


Date 


SamTrans 


Cal  Trans 


Golden  Gate 
Transit 


Ridership  Analysis 
Service  into 
San  Francisco 
February  1982 

CalTrain  Ridership 
Report 

March  23,  1982 

Monthly  Reports 
June  1982 


G.  Kipp 
SamTrans 


Elmer  Hall 


A.  Zahradnik 

Transportation 

Planner 


June  14,  1982 


June  14,  1982 


July  1,  1982 


TABLE  C-6a:  STANDEES  INCLUDED  IN  LOAD  FACTORS  OF  TRANSIT  SYSTEMS 


Maximum 

Recommended 

Recommended 

Agency 

Vehicle 

Seats 

Standees 

Total 

Muni 

Motor  Coach  (Average) 

45 

23 

68 

Trolley  Coach 

50 

25 

75 

LRV 

68 

82 

150 

BART 

All 

72 

36 

108 

AC  Transit 

Motor  coach  (average) 

48 

12 

60 

SamTrans 

Motor  coach  (average) 

47 

12 

59 

Southern 

Suburban  Car 

100 

0 

100 

Pacific 

Gallery  Car 

150 

0 

150 

Golden  Gate 

Motor  Coach 

45 

10 

55 

Transit 

Sausalito  Ferry 

400 

175 

575 

Larkspur  Ferry 

510 

240 

750 

SOURCE:    Five-Year  Plans  for  each  agency  listed. 
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TABLE  C-7:       EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  MUNI  LOAD  FACTORS*  (PM  PEAK  HOUR  —  PEAK  DIRECTION) 


RIDERSHIP    LOAD  FACTORS 


Line 

Existing 

Future  w/o*' 
Main  Prog. 

Main  Prog. 

Future  w/ 
Main  Prog. 

Existing 

Future  w/o** 
Main  Prog. 

Future  w/ 
Main  Prog. 

Main  Prog. 
Only 

1 

1450 

1970 

130 

2090 

0.93 

1.26 

1.34 

0.09 

IX 

640 

880 

60 

930 

1.11 

1.52 

1.62 

0.10 

2 

470 

660 

40 

700 

1.10 

1.52 

1.62 

0.10 

3 

520 

690 

50 

740 

1.08 

1.45 

1.54 

0.10 

4 

470 

620 

40 

660 

1.08 

1.44 

1.54 

0.10 

5 

980 

1480 

90 

1570 

0.94 

1.42 

1.50 

0.09 

6 

540 

820 

50 

870 

0,84 

1.27 

1.34 

0.08 

7 

410 

610 

40 

650 

0.77 

1.16 

1.23 

0.07 

8 

660 

990 

60 

1050 

0.74 

1.12 

1.18 

0.07 

9 

470 

710 

40 

750 

0.89 

1.34 

1.41 

0.08 

11 

180 

280 

20 

290 

0.64 

0.97 

1.02 

0.06 

12 

450 

680 

40 

720 

0.85 

1.29 

1.36 

0.08 

14 

1040  • 

1570 

90 

1660 

0.92 

1.39 

1.47 

0.08 

14GL 

210 

310 

20 

330 

0.71 

1.07 

1.14 

0.07 

14X 

340 

480 

30 

510 

0.68 

0.95 

1.01 

0.06 

15 

630 

910 

50 

970 

0.88 

1.27 

1.34 

0.08 

16X 

390 

410 

30 

440 

0.73 

0.77 

0.84 

0.07 

17X 

160 

220 

10 

230 

0.64 

0.86 

0.91 

0.06 

19 

380 

390 

30 

430 

0.66 

0.68 

0.74 

0.06 

21 

640 

970 

60 

1030 

0.85 

1.28 

1.36 

0.08 

25 

420 

440 

40 

480 

0.88 

0.93 

1.00 

0.08 

26 

320 

340 

30 

360 

0.83 

0.88 

0.95 

0.08 

27 

150 

200 

10 

210 

0.58 

0.80 

0.85 

0.05 

30 

1420 

1920 

120 

2040 

0.92 

1.25 

1.33 

0.09 

30X 

440 

580 

40 

620 

0.86 

1.16 

1.23 

0.08 

31 

660 

930 

60 

980 

1.07 

1.51 

1.61 

0.10 

31X 

410 

570 

40 

600 

0.96 

1.31 

1.39 

0.09 

32 

480 

620 

40 

660 

0.79 

1.03 

1.10 

0.07 

38/38L 

1960 

2710 

170 

2880 

1.01 

1.39 

1.48 

0.09 

38  AX 

450 

620 

40 

660 

1.26 

1.72 

1.83 

0.11 

38  BX 

270 

370 

20 

400 

0.96 

1.32 

1.40 

0.09 

41TC 

120 

170 

10 

180 

0.41 

0.58 

0.61 

0.04 

41MC 

180 

250 

20 

270 

0.43 

0.59 

0.63 

0.04 

42 

390 

590 

30 

620 

0.99 

1.48  ♦ 

1.57 

0.09 

45 

560 

750 

50 

800 

0.90 

1.20 

1.28 

0.08 

47 

810 

840 

70 

910 

0.94 

0.97 

1.05 

0.09 

66L 

560 

730 

SO 

780 

0.77 

1.01 

1.08 

0.07 

71 

450 

680 

40 

710 

1.10 

1.65 

1.75 

0.10 

72X 

430 

450 

40 

480 

0.91 

0.96 

1.03 

0.08 

BOX 

420 

580 

40 

620 

0.83 

1.16 

1.23 

0.08 

J 

910 

1370 

80 

1450 

0.84 

1.26 

1.33 

0.08 

KLMN 

5730 

8650 

500 

9140 

0.96 

1.44 

1.53 

0.09 

♦The  load  factor  is  the  ratio  of  rldership  to  existing  capacity,  where  capacity  is  calculated  from  the 
recommended  maximum  seated  and  standing  loading  of  the  transit  vehicles.    This  is  150X  of  seated  capacity, 
except  for  LRV's  where  maximim  is  220*  of  seated  capacity.    As  estimates  of  load  factors,  these  should  be 
regarded  as  approximate.    Muni  cordon  points,  where  the  ridership  and  capacity  counts  were  made,  do  not 
necessarily  correspond  precisely  to  the  point  of  maximun  loading  on  each  line.    The  future  load  factors  have 
been  calculated  using  existing  capacity  and  do  not  Include  any  proposed  capacity  Increases. 

**See  Table  C-8,  p.   .    This  colunn  Includes  travel  from  the  Convention  Center,  but  not  from  the  rest  of  the 

Main  Program. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning;  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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The  discussion  in  the  Transportation  Appendix  (Appendix  C)  on  p.  248,  250 
and  251  under  Cumulative  Development  Analysis  is  replaced  by  the  following: 


Cumulative  Inpact  Analysis  Methodology 

Travel  Demand.    Travel  demand  from  the  15.3  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
net  new  cumulative  office  development  and  0.5  million  gross  sq.  ft. 
of  net  new  cumulative  retail  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco 
has  been  estimated  using  a  land-use  approach  for  trip  generation. 
The  travel  demand  from  the  Main  Program  has  been  added  to  the  travel 
demand  frcxn  the  cumulative  development.    Future  travel  into  the 
downtown  has  been  assumed  to  be  a  result  of  construction  and 
occupancy  of  downtown  office  and  retail  space.    The  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP)  has 
identified  office  buildings  in  the  greater  downtown  area  as  being 
under  formal  review,  approved  or  under  construction.    Table  C-8  shows 
the  list  of  buildings  separated  by  review  status  and  includes 
Assessor's  Block  number  and  DCP  case  number  for  each  building. 
Table  C-9  contains  the  total  gross  square  feet  of  office  and  retail 
space  for  each  review  status  category.    The  information  contained  in 
these  tables  represents  the  best  data  available  from  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  at  the  time  of  preparation  of  this  document. 

The  list  of  projects  shown  in  Table  C-8  and  the  development  totals 
shown  in  Table  C-9  include  all  office  buildings  in  the  greater 
downtown  area  and  the  South  of  Market  area  that  are  under 
construction  or  have  been  approved,  and  all  buildings  for  which  a 
Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  for  review  or 
for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land 
Disposition  Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.    Proposed  developments  that  were  not 
definitive  and/or  appear  to  be  inactive  or  withdrawn  by  the  project 
sponsor  were  not  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

Hotel  development  has  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses 
because  hotel  uses  have  different  peaking  characteristics  from  office 
buildings  and  generally  do  not  significantly  affect  peak-hour  traffic 
or  transit.    Hotel  travel  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  the 
transportation  system  would  be  distributed  between  employees  and 
guests  with  guest  travel  comprising  about  60%  of  the  total.  Hotel 
employee  travel  would  be  primarily  in  the  peak  (comnute)  direction. 
Hotel  guest  travel  would  tend  to  be  more  evenly  distributed 
directional ly  (i.e.  less  than  half  in  the  peak  direction)  as  guest 
arrivals  would  be  in  the  contra  commute  direction.    For  both 
employees  and  guests,  about  70%  of  the  p.m.  peak  hour  travel  would  be 
made  to  destinations  in  San  Francisco  (enployee  trips  would  be 
primarily  to  residential  areas  where  as  guest  trips  would  be  to 
recreational  destinations).    Thus,  the  effective  increase  in 
peak-hour  commute  direction  traffic  and  transit  demand  from  the 
cumulative  hotel  development  would  be  less  than  1%.    As  the 
transportation  analysis  is  accurate  to  within  +10%-15%  (see  YBC  FEIR, 
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TABLE  C-8:       CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT*  IN  DOWNTOWN  SAN 

FRANCISCO  AS  OF  AUGUST  6,  1982  (EXCLUSIVE  OF  THE  MAIN  PROGRAM) 


PROJECTS  UNDER  FORMAL  REVIEW 


Assessor's  Block 

Case  No. 

Project  Name 

58 

82.234hD 

Roundhouse 

1 12 

O  1    o  c  o 

8 1 ,258 

Ice  House  Conversion  (C)*" 

lob 

O  1  . ^HD 

yoD  rront  at  brecn 

1  /b 

o  1  .b/ J 

to  lumDu s/r aci T 1  c  oavoy 

228 

81 .610ED 

569  Sacramento  (Cj 

81 .705ED 

580  Cal iTorm a/Kearny 

O  ^  f" 

265 

81 . 195ED 

388  Market  at  Pine 

269 

81 . 132ED 

Russ  Tower  Addition 

270 

81 .  USED 

466  Bush 

288 

81 .461ED 

333  Bush  (Campeau) 

288 

81 .687ED 

222  Kearny/Sutter 

669 

81 ,667ED 

TO/"T      n  /^\ 

1361  Bush  (C) 

716 

AT      r  A  1  r"  A 

81 . 581ED 

Polk/0  Farrel 1 

3702 

81 .549ED 

1145  Market 

3703 

81 .494ED 

1041-49  Market 

T  A^ 

3707 

AT       *  ft  o  f~r\ 

81 .492ED 

90  New  Montgomery 

3707 

81 .245C 

New  Montgomery  PI. 

3708 

AT      il  A  O  r"  A 

81.493ED 

71  Stevenson 

3733 

AO      A  A  !• 

82.29E 

832  Folsom 

3760 

81 .386 

401  6th 

3776 

O  1      C  A 

8  1 . 59 

Welsh  Commons 

37  78 

O  1      ^  OA  f"  A 

81 .630ED 

548  5th/Brannan 

3781 

82.99E 

Greyhound  Bus  Terminal 

3786 

AO    o  o  r* 

82 .33E 

655  5th/Townsend 

3789 

AO    o  1  n  i# 

82.31EV 

5i5  2nd/Brannan  (L; 

9900 

O  T       ^  O 

81 .63 

Ferry  Building  Rehab 

nn  OA 

9900 

Pier  One  Development 

A  ft  A 

9900 

Agriculture  Building 

106 

81 .415ED 

1299  Sansome 

161 

80.191 

Mirawa  Center 

164 

81.631D 

847  Sansome 

164 

81.573D 

50  Osgood  Place 

166 

CU81.7 

222  Pacific  (C) 

166 

80.15 

750  Battery 

206 

81.165D 

401  Washington  at  Battery 

227 

80.296 

Bank  of  Canton 

261 

81.249ECQ 

333  California 

262 

81.206D 

130  Battery 

267 

81.241D 

160  Sansome 

268 

81.422D 

250  Montgomery  at  Pine 

271 

81.517 

453  Grant 

271 

582  Bush 
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APPROVED  PROJECTS 

sor's  Block 

Case  No. 

294 

82.870 

311 

82.1200 

351 

DR79.24 

3512 

82.14 

3518 

81.483V 

3705 

80.315 

3709 

81.113ED 

3715 

82.16EC 

3717 

80.349 

3717 

82.820 

3722 

81.417ED 

3724 

81.102E 

3729 

82.860 

3722 

81.548DE 

3733 

81.2 

3735 

80.106 

3738 

DR80.5 

3741 

82.203C 

3749 

81.18 

3751 

77.220 

3752 

77.220 

3763 

81.287V 

3763 

81.381 

3775 

81.147V 

3776 

81.693EV 

3787 

81.306 

3788 

81  .296Z 

3789 

81.552EV 

3794 

81.569EV 

3803 

81.244D 

Project  Name 

44  Campton  Place 
S.F.  Federal 

Mardikian/1170-1172  Market 
Van  Ness  Plaza 
291  10th  St. 

Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart 
Central  Plaza 
121  Steuart 
Spear/Main  (160  Spear) 
135  Main 

144  Second  at  Minna 

Holland  Ct.  (C) 

774  Tehama 

466  Clementina  (C) 

868  Folsom 

95  Hawthorne  (C) 

315  Howard 

201  Spear 

Marathon  -  2nd  &  Folsom 
National  Maritime  Union*** 
Office  Bldg.  (YBC  SB-1)*** 
490  2nd  at  Bryant  (C) 
480  2nd  at  Stillman  (C) 
338-340  Brannan  (C) 
539  Bryant/Zoe 
252  Townsend  at  Lusk 
690  2nd/Townsend  (C) 
625  2nd/Townsend  (C) 
123  Townsend 
China  Basin  Expansion 
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PROJECTS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION 


Assessor's  Block 

Case  No. 

Project  Name 

163 

81.1 

901  Montgomery 

164 

81.251D 

936  Montgomery- (disco) 

167 

Golden  Gateway  III 

196 

736  Montgomery 

196 

CU79.49 

Pacific  Lumber  Co. 

208 

81.104EDC 

Washington/Montgomery 

237 

DR80.6 

353  Sacramento  (Daon) 

239 

DR80.1 

456  Montgomery 

240 

DR80.16 

550  Kearny 

263 

CU79.12 

101  California 

287 

81.550D 

Sloane  Building  (C) 

288 

DR80.24 

101  Montgomery 

289 

81.308D 

One  Sansome 

292 

DR79.13 

Crocker  National  Bank 

312 

79.370 

50  Grant 

351 

79.133 

U.N.  Plaza 

762 

Opera  Plaza 

3702 

81.25 

1155  Market/8th 

3708 

80.34 

25  Jessie/Ecker  Square 

3709 

80.36 

Five  Fremont  Center 

3712 

79.11 

Federal  Reserve  Bank 

3715 

141  Steuart 

3717 

79.236 

101  Mission  at  Spear 

3717 

150  Spear 

3718 

79.12 

Pacific  Gateway 

3724 

Verba  Buena  West*** 

3735 

Convention  Plaza*** 

*  Includes  all  office  buildings  in  the  greater  downtown  area  and  the  South  of 
Market  area  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City 
for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  buildings  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved.    It  does  not  include  buildings  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  for  which  no  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission,  as  it  is  not  possible  to  know  what  development  will  be  approved  in 
this  area.    It  does  not  include  Mission  Bay  as  no  formal  proposal  has  been 
submitted  to  the  City  and  the  development  is  still  in  early  planning  stages. 
It  does  not  include  proposed  office  space  in  the  YBC  Main  Program,  which  is 
analyzed  separately. 

**  The  letter  (C)  after  a  project  refers  to  a  conversion  (generally  industrial 
and/or  warehouse  space  to  office  space). 

***These  projects  are  part  of  the  YBC  Main  Program  and  have  been  analyzed  as 
part  of  the  Main  Program  and  not  as  part  of  the  non-YBC  cumulative 
development.    They  are  listed  here  because  they  are  approved  or  under 
construction,  as  noted. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning. 
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TABLE  C-9:      GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  OF  CUMaATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT  IN 
DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF  AUGUST  6,  1982 


Office  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.)       Retail  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Status  of  Project 

Total  New 
Constr. 

Net  New* 
Constr. 

Total  New 
Constr. 

Net  New* 
Constr. 

Under  Formal  Review 

4,220,970 

3.801,570 

310,650 

249.150 

Approved 

5,329,350 

4,763,600 

187,850 

150.310 

Under  Construction 

7,079,050 

6,753,350 

260,250 

136.050 

SUB  TOTALS** 

16,629.370 

15,318,520 

758,750 

535.510 

Main  Program*** 

2,638,000 

2,638,000 

437.000 

437,000 

GRAND  TOTALS 

20,701,370 

19,390,520 

1,255,650 

1,032,410 

*  "Net  new"  space  is  used  to  refer  to  the  amount  of  new  construction  in  excess 
of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of  gross  square  feet  of  floor  space. 
It  does  not  refer  to  net  leasable  or  net  rentable  floor  space. 

**  Includes  all  office  projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area  and  the  South  of 
Market  area  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City 
for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved.    It  does  not  include  projects  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Development  Areas  for  which  no  Land  Disposition  Agreements 
have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission,  as  it 
is  not  possible  to  know  what  development  will  be  approved  in  this  area.  It 
does  not  include  Mission  Bay  as  no  formal  proposal  has  been  submitted  to  the 
City  and  the  development  is  still  in  early  planning  stages. 

***  Main  Program  totals  from  Table  2,  p.  37. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning. 
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Appendix  F,  pg.  90),  the  increase  would  be  within  the  margin  of  error 
for  the  analysis,  i.e.,  after  rounding  to  two  significant  figures  the 
increases  would  not  be  discernible. 

Residential  development  has  not  been  included  because  residential 
travel  in  the  downtown  is  generally  in  the  contra-commute  direction 
during  peak-hours  and  because  the  office  trip  generation  rate  and 
modal  split  distribution  are  predicated  on  the  assumption  that 
housing  would  be  available  in  the  City.    Thus,  inclusion  of 
residential  development  would  be  double  counting  of  office  building 
generated  travel. 

The  cumulative  development  analysis  has  considered  0.5  million  gross 
square  feet  of  retail  space  proposed  to  be  built  in  conjunction  with 
office  buildings.    The  analysis  did  not  consider  any  free-standing 
retail  space.    The  only  free-standing  retail  development  downtown 
which  is  under  formal  review,  approved,  or  under  construction,  is  the 
Neiman-Marcus  development  which  has  recently  been  completed.  The 
Neiman-Marcus  store  would  generate  about  200  new  p.m.  peak-hour 
person-trip-ends.    This  would  be  an  increase  of  less  than  1%  over  the 
cumulative  development  travel  demand.    The  increase  would  be  within 
the  margin  of  error  for  the  transportation  analysis,  i.e.  after 
rounding  to  two  significant  figures,  the  increase  would  not  be 
discernible. 

The  cumulative  analysis  does  not  include  projects  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  for  which  no  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission,  as  it  is  not  possible  to  know  what  development 
will  be  approved  in  this  area.    Possible  land  uses  in  the  Rincon 
Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  include  hotel,  housing, 
office,  open  space,  public  parking,  retail,  and  warehouse  uses./2/ 
Mission  Bay  has  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  as  no 
application  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  and  it  is  uncertain  what 
formal  proposal  may  be  made.    The  development  potential  for  the 
Mission  Bay  and  Rincon  Hill  areas  is  presently  in  preliminary  stages 
of  planning.    Eleven  alternatives  are  under  consideration  for  Mission 
Bay.    A  planning  and  feasibility  study  is  being  made  for  Rincon 
Hill,    No  project  approvals  have  been  applied  for;  the  amount  and 
type  of  development  has  not  been  established  for  either  area. 

Existing  office  and  retail  space  that  would  be  replaced  by  new 
buildings  was  subtracted  from  the  proposed  new  construction  to  better 
approximate  the  impacts  the  new  buildings  would  have  on 
transportation  facilities.    As  shown  in  Table  C-9,  net  new  office  and 
retail  space  is  less  than  total  new  construction  as  a  result  of 
subtracting  out  existing  office  and  retail  space  to  be  demolished  on 
sites  proposed  for  new  buildings. 

Estimates  of  future  travel  from  the  non-YBC  cumulative  development 
have  been  made  using  trip  generation  rates  of  17.5  person  trip  ends 
(one  way  trips)  per  1,000  net  leasable  square  feet  of  net  new  office 
space  and  100  person  trip  ends  (pte)  per  1,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  net 
new  retail  space. /3/    Gross  square  feet  of  office  space  was  converted 
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to  net  leasable  square  feet  by  assuming  an  efficiency  factor  of  80%. 
The  retail  space  has  been  assumed  to  be  primarily  "ground-floor 
retail" -which  would  serve  the  office  building  users.    Based  upon 
survey  data  collected  at  the    Embarcadero  Center,  approximately  45% 
of  the  travel  generated  by  "ground-floor  retail"  uses  has  been 
assumed  to  be  oriented  to  office  uses  and  is  already  included  in  the 
office  trip  generation  rate.    Thus,  55%  of  the  non-YBC  cumulative 
retail  trip  generation  has  been  assumed  to  be  "new"  to  each  site./4/ 
This  factor  has  not  been  applied  to  the  retail  travel  in  the  Main 
Program  as  the  YBC  retail  has  been  assumed  to  be  more  intensive  than 
typical  "ground  floor"  retail  in  office  buildings.    Refer  to  the 
discussion  on  pp.  251  to  253  of  Appendix  C  for  explanation  of  the 
Main  Program  Trip  generation. 

P.M.  peak-hour  travel  from  the  cumulative  office  and  retail 
development  was  assigned  to  modes  of  travel  based  upon  the  regional 
distribution  and  modal  split  shown  in  Table  C-10,  p.  C-14.  During 
the  p.m.  peak  hour  about  20%  of  the  daily  office  travel  and  10%  of 
the  daily  retail  travel  was  assumed  to  occur.    Of  the  peak  hour 
office  travel,  approximately  90%  was  assumed  to  be  work-related  and 
10%  was  assumed  to  be  other  travel.    On  a  daily  basis,  office  travel 
was  assumed  to  be  57%  work-related  and  43%  other  travel. /5/  The 
travel  distribution  applied  to  the  Main  Program  (discussed  on  pp.  251 
to  253)  differs  from  that  shown  in  Table  C-10,  p.  C-14  as  YBC  was 
assumed  to  have  a  greater  attraction  for  travel  from  outside  of 
downtown  than  a  typical  office  development. 

To  calculate  vehicle  trip  ends,  average  automobile  occupancies  were 
assumed  for  each  regional  area  based  upon  available  data.  Currently, 
commute  travel  to  the  East  Bay  is  about  1.8  persons  per  vehicle;  the 
north  Bay  is  about  1.5  persons  per  vehicle;  and  to  the  Peninsula  is 
about  1.2  persons  per  vehicle. /6/    San  Francisco  auto  occupancy  was 
assumed  to  be  1.4  persons  per  vehicle./?/ 

A  basic  assumption  in  all  of  the  transportation  analyses  is  that 
existing  regional  distributions  and  modal  splits  would  continue  into 
the  future  unchanged.    Thus,  the  implicit  assumption  has  been  made 
that  about  40%  of  the  future  employees  would  live  in  San  Francisco. 
If  housing  is  not  available  in  the  City  then  a  greater  impact  than 
noted  would  result  on  the  commute  corridors  into  the  City  from  the 
North  Bayy  East  Bay  and  Peninsula.    If,  however,  housing  is  not 
available  in  the  City,  the  impact  on  the  Muni  would  be  less  than 
noted  because  City  residents  are  the  majority  of  Muni  users. 

Vehicle  travel  and  parking  demand  have  been  based  upon  demand 
projections  and  are  assumed  to  be  unconstrained  by  the  ability  of  the 
freeway  and  bridge  system  to  carry  the  additional  demand.  Freeway 
and  bridge  capacity  into  downtown  is  essentially  fixed  at  existing 
levels  as  major  construction  would  be  required  to  add  new  capacity. 
Current  levels  of  vehicle  traffic  on  the  freeway  and  bridge  system 
are  at  or  near  capacity.    Thus,  if  the  projection  of  person  trip  ends 
in  autos  is  assumed  to  be  correct,  the  levels  of  vehicle  occupancy 
would  have  to  increase  in  the  future  as  the  freeway  and  bridge  system 
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could  not  handle  an  appreciable  increase  in  autos  at  the  peak  hour. 
If  vehicle  occupancy  were  to  increase,  vehicle  trip  ends  and 
subsequent  parking  demand  would  be  less  than  projected.  Alternately, 
the  peak  hour  level  of  demand  could  spread  into  hours  adjacent  to  the 
peak  hour  (as  is  currently  happening).    However,  there  is  a  finite 
limit  as  to  how  far  the  peak  can  spread  over  time  and  still  allow 
business  to  function.    Prediction  of  a  parking  deficit  is  hindered  by 
the  inability  to  accurately  predict  modal  shifts  (i.e.,  shifts  from 
single  occupant  autos  to  ridesharing  or  transit)  and  by  the 
uncertainties  of  the  City  parking  policy  and  implementation  (i.e., 
how  many  spaces  will  the  City  approve  in  the  future,  where  will  they 
be  located  and  how  many  existing  spaces  will  the  City  allow  or 
require  to  be  removed  or  converted  from  long-term  to  short-term.) 
Consequently,  parking  predictions  have  been  made  that  show  a  deficit 
based  upon  existing  modal  splits  is  projected.    As  the  factors 
influencing  modal  choice  —  such  as  availability  of  transit  and 
carpools,  desirable  transit  and  carpool  schedules,  walking  distance, 
parking  location  and  availability,  parking  cost,  employee  subsidies 
of  parking  cost,  etc.  —  differ  from  individual,  it  is  not  possible 
to  predict  precisely  how  future  travel  patterns  may  differ. 

Transit  demand  has  been  projected  based  upon  existing  travel  patterns 
and  is  assumed  not  to  be  dependent  upon  the  availability  of  transit 
capacity.    Two  levels  of  operations  (load  factor)  calculations  have 
been  made.    One  load  factor  has  been  calculated  based  upon  existing 
capacity  and  is  intended  to  represent  conditions  that  would  result  if 
no  improvements  are  made  to  the  transit  system.    The  second  load 
factor  is  calculated  based  upon  forecast  capacity  (as  defined  in  each 
agency's  five-year  plan)  and  is  intended  to  portray  conditions  that 
would  result  if  planned,  scheduled  improvements  are  made. 

Muni  is  proposing  to  increase  systemwide  capacity  by  19%.    BART  is 
projecting  a  peak  hour  capacity  of  16,500  seats  transbay  (eastbound) 
and  11,000  seats  westbay  (westbound).    Recommended  maximum  capacity 
as  described  by  BART  would  be  24,750  and  16,500  respectively.  AC 
Transit  does  not  have  any  increases  proposed  for  its  transbay 
service.    SamTrans  is  proposing  to  have  a  capacity  of  between  4,800 
and  5,000  seats  per  hour  on  its  San  Francisco  routes.  Recommended 
maximum  capacity  as  described  by  SamTrans,  would  be  6,250  riders. 
Southern  Pacif ic/CalTrans  does  not  have  any  proposals  to  increase 
seated  capacitym,  but  station  improvements,  including  additional 
parking,  are  proposed.    Golden  Gate  Transit  is  proposing  to  increase 
peak  period  (6-10  a.m.)  motor  coach  capacity  by  25%  over  existing 
levels.    Golden  Gate  Transit  is  currently  operating  only  two  of  the  ' 
three  Larkspur  ferries.    The  proposal  for  future  ferry  service 
improvements  involves  converting  all  three  Larkspur  ferry  boats  from 
gas  turbine  to  diesel  engines  and  using  all  three  ferries  on  the 
Larkspur/San  Francisco  route.    The  district  proposes  to  increase  peak 
hour  ferry  service  by  70%  over  existing  (austere)  levels  by  using  all 
three  ferries  and  operating  additional  runs  in  the  peak  hour./8/ 
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 OFFICE   

Work  Travel                Other  Travel  RETAIL  Tra 

Geog.                         Geog.  Geog. 

Geographic  Area                            %*      Mode      %**         %*     Mode      %**  %*  Mode 

San  Francisco 


Downtown/Northeast 

7.0 

Auto 

9.0 

33.0 

Auto 

2.0 

84.0 

Auto 

(East  of  Van  Ness, 

Muni 

61.0 

Muni 

20.0 

Muni 

North  of  Market 

BART 

1.0 

BART 

0.0 

BART 

to  the  Embarcadero, 
South  of  Market  to  101) 

Walk 

29.0 

Walk 

78.0 

Walk 

8 

Northwest 

15.0 

Auto 

31.0 

11.0 

Auto 

15.0 

1.0 

Auto 

1 

(Richmond,Marina 

Muni 

69.0 

Muni 

85.0 

Muni 

9 

Western  Addition) 

Southwest 

13.0 

Auto 

29.0 

13.0 

Auto 

12.0 

2.0 

Auto 

1 

(Sunset, Parkside, 

Muni 

62.0 

Muni 

69.0 

Muni 

8 

Ingleside, Excelsior, 

BART 

9.0 

BART 

19.0 

BART 

1 

Twin  Peaks,  and  Upper  Market) 

Southeast 

5.0 

Auto 

26.0 

.7.0 

Auto 

13.0 

2.0 

Auto 

1 

(Potrero  Hill,  Bayview, 

Muni 

52.0 

Muni 

38.0 

Muni 

8 

Hunters  Point, 

BART 

22.0 

BART 

50.0 

BART 

1 

East  and  South  of  101) 

Peninsula                                    18.0     Auto  44.0  8.0     Auto  50.0  3.0 

(San  Mateo  and  Santa                           Muni  3.0  Muni  0.0 

Clara  Counties)                                   BART  19.0  BART  30.0 

SamT  7.0  SamT  10.0 

SPRR  27.0  SPRR  10.0 

East  Bay                                     30.0     Auto  33.0  20.0     Auto  13.0         6.0     Auto  3 

(Alameda  and  Contra                             BART  37.0  BART  79.0  BART  6 

Costa  Counties)                                   A-C  30.0  A-C      8.0  A-C 

North  Bay***                                12.0     Auto  58.0  8.0     Auto  70.0  2.0 

(Marin  and  Sonoma                                GGTB  35.0  GGTB  20.0 

Counties)                                           GGTF  7.0  GGTF  10.0 


*  Percent  of  travel  with  origins  or  destinations  in  each  geographic  area. 

♦♦Percent  of  travel  in  each  geographic  area  using  listed  mode  of  travel. 

***6GTB  stands  for  Golden  Gate  Transit  Bus;  GGTF  stands  for  Golden  Gate  Transit  Ferry. 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  TJKM,  Environmental  Science  Associates. 
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Employment  Trend  Approach  to  Cumulative  Analysis 

In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has 
been  used  to  estimate  the  transportation  impacts  of  both  the  proposed 
project  and  cumulative  development.    An  alternate  type  of  approach 
developed  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  is  to  forecast  travel 
demand  based  upon  regional  projections  of  employment  share 
(employment  trend  approach). /9/    Briefly,  the  fundamental  differences 
between  (and  limitations  of)  the  two  approaches  are:/10/ 

The  land-use  approach  (as  it  has  been  applied  in  this  EIR)  has  used 
net  new  office  space  and  net  new  retail  space  actually  proposed  or 
under  construction  downtown  (less  space  in  buildings  demolished  to 
make  way  for  new  buildings)  as  the  basis  for  travel  generation.  The 
land-use  approach  assumes  that  all  of  the  currently  proposed 
development  in  the  downtown  area  will  be  constructed  and  fully 
occupied  within  the  1990  time  frame.    If  some  of  the  proposed 
developments  are  never  constructed,  or  are  not  occupied  within  the 
1990  time  frame,  the  impacts  would  be  proportionately  less.  The 
land-use  approach  does  not  consider  loss  of  employment  in  offices  or 
other  industries  as  buildings  become  vacant,  for  sale  or  are 
renovated  into  non-office  uses. 

The  employment  trend  approach  forecasts  a  total  increase  in 
employnent  in  downtown  that  has  taken  account  of  loss  of  employment 
as  industries  and  offices  move  out  of  the  City,  replacement  of  one 
type  of  industry  with  another  (industry  shifts),  as  well  as 
replacement  of  existing  office  space  with  new  office  space.  The 
employment  trend  approach  makes  no  assumptions  concerning  occupancy 
rates  or  actual  square  footage  of  development  constructed;  rather,  it 
generates  employment  increases  from  a  standpoint  which  assigns  jobs 
by  metropolitan  sector  (area)  based  upon  extrapolation  of  past 
regional  trends  and  which  considers  long-term  industry  shifts  to, 
within,  and  away  from  each  area. 

Note  that  neither  of  the  two  approaches  has  attempted  to  project 
future  changes  in  modal  split. 

To  illustrate  the  differences  in  projections  resulting  from  the  two 
approaches.  Table  C-11,  following,  shows  the  total  employment 
projections  by  the  two  methods  (and  the  project's  share  thereof),  the 
regional  distribution  of  trips,  and  Muni's  share  of  the  new  transit 
travel  (and  the  project's  share  thereof). 

As  shown  in  the  table,  the  enployment  trend  approach  using  historical 
data,  predicts  about  35  percent  fewer  employees  in  the  downtown  and 
about  20  percent  fewer  riders  on  the  Muni  than  does  the  land-use 
approach,  which  considers  office  and  retail  space  currently  under 
construction,  approved,  and  proposed  downtown. 

If  future  office  development  does  not  occur  along  the  lines  of  the 
past  long-term  trends  as  assumed  in  the  employment  trend  approach, 
then  the  projections  made  in  Working  Paper  I  would  be  revised.  The 


C-15 


XV.    Simmary  of  Conments  and  Responses 
Appendix  C 

average  annual  growth  during  the  period  1965-1980  was  less  than  the 
growth  per  year  proposed,  approved,  or  under  construction  for  the 
period  1980-1984.    The  enployment  trend  approach  assumes  average 
growth  through  1990  would  be  at  the  lower  historic  rate.  Conversely, 
if  less  than  the  amount  of  growth  assumed  in  the  land-use  approach 
occurs  then  the  lower  historic  rate  would  be  correct. 

Until  a  forecast  is  made  to  determine  how  the  current  decade's  cycle 
of  development  may  differ  from  the  past,  a  judgment  of  the 
applicability  of  results  from  Working  Paper  I  may  not  be  made. 
Consequently,  this  EIR  has  retained  the  land-use  approach  and 
presented  this  comparison  of  the  employment  trend  approach.  Both 
methods  should  be  looked  upon  as  describing  potential  scenarios  of 
future  conditions. 


TABLE  C-11:    COMPARISONS  OF  LAND-USE  AND  EMPLOYMENT  TREND  APPROACHES 


Downtown 

Muni 

Employment 

Project 

Regi  onal 

Trip  Share 

Peak-hour 

Project 

Approach  Increase 

Share* 

S.F. 

Pen. 

E.B.  N.B. 

Increase** 

Share*** 

Land  Use  86,200 

28% 

49% 

16% 

24%  11% 

15,800 

28% 

Empl.  Trend  56,100 

44% 

50- 

19% 

17-  10% 

12,900+ 

34% 

(maximum) 

54% 

21% 

NOTE:    As  explained  in 

the  text. 

comparisons 

between  the 

entries  for 

the  two 

approaches  must  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  land-use  approach 
reflects  increases  in  employment  and  transit  demand  based  upon  net  increases 
in  downtown  office  and  retail  space,  while  the  employment  trend  approach 
reflects  increases  in  downtown  employment  based  upon  historical  trends.  The 
differences  among  the  regional  trip  share  figures  reflect  these  and  the  other 
differences  between  the  two  approaches. 

*Employment  generated  by  the  proposed  Main  Program,  excluding  the  Convention 
Center  (see  Table  11,  p.  130),  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown 
employment  increase. 

**The  Muni  peak-hour  increase  is  a  demand  projection  (based  upon  existing  and 
long-term  enployment  trends)  that  is  not  dependent  upon  available  or  expected 
transit  capacity. 

***Muni  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  Main  Program  excluding  the 
convention  center  (see  Table  14a,  p.  C&R-91),  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative 
downtown  Muni  peak-hour  increase. 

+Based  on  54  %  regional  trip  split  to  San  Francisco  (worst-case). 
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Footnote  111  on  p.  251  is  replaced  by  the  following: 

HI  Land  uses  from  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area, 
San  Francisco,  California,  Final  Environmental  Impacf 
Keport/hnvlronmenta  I  Impact  statement ,  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  certified  November  5,  1980. 

The  following  notes  are  added  to  p.  251. 

/3/  The  regional  distribution,  office  trip  generation,  trip  purpose 
and  peak  hour  percentage  are  from  Attachment  1  of  the  Guidel ines  for 
Environmental  Inpact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts  Department  of 
cny  Planning,  October  lysu  and  the  modal  split  assignment  is  from 
Attachment  2  supplemented  by  survey  data  collected  by  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Inc. 

/4/  Retail  trip  generation  is  from  Trip  Generation,  Institute  of 
Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  1979.    Rates  have  been  adjusted  from 
vehicle  trip  ends  to  person  trip  ends  based  upon  an  assumed  vehicle 
occupancy  of  1.4  persons  per  vehicle.    The  survey  of  retail  travel 
was  conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  at  Embarcadero 
Center  on  Thursday,  June  17,  1982  between  10:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 

/5/  The  percentage  of  work  and  non-work  trips  is  from  the  Guidel ines 
(see  note  1)  and  from  Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals, 
Universities,  Office  Bui Idings,  and  Capitols,  Report  No.  62,  National 
Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program. 

/6/  East  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data  collected  at  the  Bay  Bridge 
toll  plaza  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (May,  1981); 
North  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data  collected  at  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  toll  plaza  by  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District  (June,  1982);  Southern  Peninsula  auto 
occupancy  is  an  estimate  from  CalTrans  (June,  1982). 

HI  The  occupancy  rate  is  from  The  Downtown  Traffic  and  Parking 
Study,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  1970. 

/8/  Muni  projections  from  Municipal  Railway  Street  Rehabilitation  and 
Replacement  Plan,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  May 
lybif;  BART  projections  from  Marty  Birkenthal  of  BART  on  August  18, 
1982;  SamTrans  projections  from  Gregory  Kipp  of  SamTrans  on  August 
18,  1982;  A-C  Transit  proposals  from  Ted  Reynolds  of  AC  Transit  on 
August  18,  1982;  Golden  Gate  Transit  proposals  from  Alan  Zahradnik  of 
Golden  Gate  Transit  on  August  19,  1982,  Southern  Pacific  proposal 
from  James  Strong,  Design  Engineer  with  Southern  Pacific,  on  August 
26,  1982. 

/9/  Department  of  City  Planning,  Working  Paper  I,  Projection  of 
Long-range  Transportation  Demand,  May,  1982,  prepared  in  cooperation 
witn  tne  Metropolitan  iransportat ion  Cotrmission  (MTC),  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  and  the  Municipal  Railway. 


C-17 


XV.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
Appendix  C 

(Muni).    Enployment  trend  data  was  compiled  by  ABAG  from  trends  in 
County  Business  Pattern  (U.S.  Department  of  Conmerce,  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  March  12,  1979),  with  1979  as  the  base  year  for  future 
projections  and  regional  distributions.    Modal  split  data  are  from 
the  1975  Travel  Survey  prepared  by  MTC.   

/lO/  The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
(OER),  has  issued  a  memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the 
subject  of  the  differences  in  the  land-uses  and  employment  trend 
approaches,  and  recommending  that  both  approaches  be  used  in  future 
EIRs  to  give  a  more  balanced  assessment  of  future  peak  transportation 
demand.    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available  from  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor.  The 
memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the 
two  approaches  and  also  details  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 

The  discussion  in  Appendix  D  (pp.  261-262  in  the  EIR)  has  been  updated  to 
recognize  data  recently  available  in  the  1982-87  Five-year  Plans  and  is 
incorporated  into  this  revised  Appendix  C.    Thus,  Appendix  D  is  deleted 
from  the  EIR. 
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